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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 
ESTABLISHED 1844, 


BONUS, 1889. 


Valuation made on very stringent basis. 
Bonus declared equivalent on the average to an addition of £2 12s. per 
cent. per annum on the sum assured, or £2 4s. on sum assured and 














previous bonuses. 
PREMIUM INOOME ua sus ose ove . £186,842 
ASSETS eee oe oon oe oe ove eve £2,315,085 
EXPENSES OF MANAGEMENT ... ows £9,912 





Whole World Policies granted free of charge in most cases. 
Lapsed Policies Revived on very easy terms, 
Reversions Purchased. 
Full information will be. given on application to 
G. W. BERRIDGE, Actuary and Secretary. 


THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE BANK, LIMITED. 








AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


SUBSCRIBED, £500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 
With power to increase. 


HEAD OFFICE: is, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, E.C. 





Bankers—Messrs: MARTIN & OO. 
Offices at Buenos Ayres—486, PIEDAD. 


Deposits received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest 


to be ascertained on application. 
The present rates are 4} per cent. for one year, 5 per cent, for two or three 


a oe of Credit, Bills of Exchange, and Cable Transfers issued. 

Bills payable in the Argentine Republic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent 
ee EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 

SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 








FREE, 
SIMPLE, 






SECURE 








TOTAL ASSETS, 


£ 2,372,277. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon, Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor 
The Right Hon. Lord COLBRIDGB, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon, Mr, Justice KEKEWIOH. 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANB, Q.0,, D.O.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esa. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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VOL. XXXIV., No. 33. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JUNE 1, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE ARE still two months of the present sittings, and it is 
difficult to see how the Court of Appeal can be fed with cases 
during the whole of that period. We believe that each of 
the court has at present only about thirty appeals in its list. 





in tion, but how it is intended to operate not be known 
until rules under the néw Act are promulgated. Meantime, the 
business goes on in a happy-go-lucky way, principally -upon the 
lines of the old practice, is understood to be an inten 

abolish a considerable portion of the old practice, so that in the 
future no petition, or very few petitions, in lunacy, will be heard 
in court, and the practice as to inquisitions will be materially 
modified. If an alteration of so much importance is to take place, 
it appears to be high time that the profession should be provided 
with the information which the expected rules are intended 
supply. 


Tux onservations of the Court of Appeal in v. 
the so-called ‘ ice” in the Chancery Division of 
cases to an official referee for the aasessment of 
trial of the action, and on 
law actions in the Chancery Divi 
remark. The admonition of the Court of Appeal on the former 
point is, of course, addressed to the judges of the ivisi 
but we venture to suggest a doubt whether it is 
majority of cases, we believe the old practice, of 
as to damages to be made at chambers, is followed. For the judge 
to assess damages in court would, ex in the simplest 
occasion the most grievous delay. Sth magasl 06 the cesend 
branch of the admonition, we respectfully inquire, Who is to 
blame? No doubt a large number of Queen’s Bench actions are 
instituted in the Chancery Division. They are, we believe, all 
marked, when set down ia the Chancery ith the 
letters “‘Q. B.”” The Lord Chancellor has power, with the consent 
of the President of the Queen’s Bench Division, to order the trans- 
fer of these actions to their proper tribunal, But it is understood 
that these little strangers, when handed over, are not received with 
a cordial welcome. The learned judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division do not see why their brethren of the Chancery Division 
should not deal with all matters set down before them. And so it 
comes to pass that the orders for transfer are infrequent. 
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Ir a proposat should be made by the Government to enable 


Bills not carried through in one session to be taken up at the 
same stage in the next session, it will not be new either in 
substance or in the mode suggested for making the change. 


The novelty, if any, will be in the readiness of the House 

of Commons to to the proposal. Hitherto all schemes 

for attaining this object have been rejected by that House, 

although introduced and promoted by influential statesmen. 
33 
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In 1848 a Bill for accomplishing this end was introduced by the 
then Earl of Dery and passed through the House of Lords, but a 
Select Committee of the House of Commons, to whom the Bill was 
referred, declined to recommend it for adoption. A similar fate 
befel a measure promoted by the present Prime Minister in 1869. A 
joint Committee of both Houses, appointed to report on the despatch 
of business in Parliament, considered the Bill, but the report upon it 
was not of a nature to encourage further progress. Both Viscount 
Everstey and Lord Repzspatz, however, laid memoranda before this 
Committee suggesting that the object might be attained by an 
alteration of the Standing Orders. We confess that, looking at 
the matter solely in view of the character of the non-political 
measures for altering the law with which Parliament is now con- 
stantly assailed, we regard with some apprehension a change which 
would enable an enterprizing member of the Government to rush a 
batch of Bills to a second reading in the last fortnight of one session, 
and having thus got the principle of the Bills admitted, to proceed 
with them in the committee stage at the commencement of the next 
session. We venture to think that, as regards a large proportion 
of the purely legal legislation of the day, delay does no harm, and 
renewed and frequent opportunities for consideration and discussion 
are of the utmost advantage. 





We rurx that most people will concur with Mr. W. M. 
Watrers in the hope that the decision of the recent meeting 
with reference to the Law Society Club will put an end 
to the bickerings which have arisen on that matter. It is 
too late in the day to reopen questions which were settled 
nearly six years ago by resolution carried by a large majority 
of a general meeting of the society. We regretted then the 
rate of subscription fixed, and we regret the necessity for an 
increase in this rate, but we think that the club is of value to the 
society, and that if it ceased to exist there would be danger of a 
diminution in the efficiency with which the work of the society is 
at present carried on. It is probably true to say that there is 
more gratuitous work done, and time bestowed, by men whose time 
is of great value, at the Law Institution than at any similar 
institution, and the club is one means of binding the class of 
men referred to to the society. At the same time, it has always 
appeared to us that there is a serious lack of means of bringing the 
great body of London solicitors into social intercourse. What is 
wanted is a solicitors’ common room, where light refreshments, 
good in quality and reasonable in price, could be obtained, and 
the newspapers seen, by the great number of solicitors who have 
to wait about the courts. Such common rooms, established by 
the benchers of the inns of court for members of the bar, have 
been a great success. That at Lincoln’s-inn—admirably conducted 
by a committee of barristerr—is, we believe, very prosperous 
financially, although no expenditure is spared which will tend to 
the comfort or convenience of members, and although the sub- 
seription is only half a guinea a year. We are convinced that, 
if the Council of the Incorporated Law Society can devise the 
means of affording the necessary accommodation (no doubt a 
matter of difficulty), the establishment of a solicitors’ common 
room, to members of the society at a small subscription, 
will be found, both financially and in more important respects, 
a valuable sid to the society. 





Iz was wor to be expected that the controversy between Sir 
Witiam Haxcovrr and Mr. Dantixe on the rights of juries 
would proceed far without reference to the famous ballad which 
Lord Massvizip misquoted in his judgment in the Dean of St. 
Asaph’s case. As a general maxim of law, it is, cf course, 
perfect ly clear that questions of law are for the judge and 
questions of fact are for the jury, but it is equally clear that 
im criminal matters the jury, after hearing the direction of the 

ate masters of the situation, and that if, in defiance of the 
as applicable to the facts proved, they choose to find a verdict 


almost impossible for a jury, where the publication and meaning 
were clear, to return a verdict of not guilty in defiance of 
the direction of the judge, the violation of their oaths being 
too transparent. This fact, and the growing feeling in favour 
of the liberty of the press, brought the question of the func- 
tion of the jury in such prosecutions prominently to the 
front, and in consequence Fox’s Libel Act was passed. But though 
that professed to be declaratory only, this was a mere fiction. No 
one doubted that the question of libel or no libel had been till that 
time one exclusively for the judge. This is clear enough from 
Lord Mansriztp’s judgment in The Dean of St. Asaph’s case, 
and how little chance Ensxryz had of succeeding in his famous 
argument before him is shewn. in the description which he after- 
wards gave in the defence of Parre:—‘‘I ventured to maintain 
this very right of a jury over a question of libel before a noble 
and reverend magistrate of the most exalted understanding and of 
the most uncorrupted integrity. He treated me, not with con- 
tempt indeed, for of that his nature was incapable, but he put 
me aside with indulgence, as you do a child when it is lisping its 
prattles out of season” (Campsetx’s Lives of the Lord Chief 
Justices, ii., 543). But the subsequent transfer of the question of 
libel or no libel from the province of the judge to the province of 
the jury has nothing to do with the general theory as to the 
functions of the latter. It is their regular duty to take the 
directions of the judge as to the law and apply these to the 
facts proved. Whenever the law becomes obnoxious, they have to 
consider how for they will perform their legal duty and enforce the 
law, or how far they will exercise their undoubted power to 
violate that duty and decline to enforce the law. Whether, in 
adopting the latter course, they are exercising a power which is in 
its nature constitutional or not, it is hardly necessary to inquire. 
The power exists, and it is recognized that on occasion it may be 
beneficially used. 





Txe pEcrston of the Court of Appeal last week in the case of Fisher 
v. Roberts (reported elsewhere) illustrates very forcibly the operation 
of the words ‘‘not negotiable” written across the face of a crossed 
cheque. Section 81 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, as our 
readers will no doubt remember, provides (as had been previously 
provided by section 12 of the Aet 39 & 40 Vict. c. 81, which is 
repealed by the Act of 1882), that ‘‘where a person takes a 
crossed cheque which bears on it the words ‘not negotiable,’ he 
shall not have, and shall not be capable of giving, a better title to 
the cheque than that which the person from whom he took it had.’’ 
In the case referred to, one Srevenson carried on business as a 
builder, under the style of Srevenson & Co. The plaintiff Fisner 
entered into partnership with Srevenson, for the purpose of a par- 
ticular building contract between the latter and the School Board 
for London. The partnership agreement was contained in a lctter 
written by Fisuer to Srevensoy, and was (inter alia) as follows :— 
“You shall not be liable to contribute any of the necessary 
working capital, the same to be provided by me, and all moneys 
receivable by me only. The receipts signed by me Srevenson & 
Co. to be only valid.” This agreement was not known to the 
school board, and they paid a sum of £140, which became due 
under their contract, to Srzvenson by means of a crossed cheque for 
the amount. The cheque was made payable to Srevenson & Co, 
and bore on its face the words “not negotiable.” Szzvenson 
indorsed the cheque “Srzvenson & Co.,”’ and, instead of handing 
it over to the plaintiff, as he was bound to do under the agreement 
between them, took it to the defendant and asked him to get it 
cashed for him. The defendant, who knew nothing of the fraud, 
and was ignorant of the partnership between the plaintiff and 
Srevenson, paid the cheque into his own banking account and gave 
Srxvenson cash for the amount, which Srevenson appropriated. 
Srevenson was afterwards convicted of stealing the cheque. The 
action was brought to recover the amount of the cheque from the 
defendant. At the trial Fuy, L.J., held that section 81 applied, 
and that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the amount. It was 
contended on the appeal that Sruvenson, as a partner, had a primd 


of there is no power which can prevent their doing so, | facie title to deal with the partnership assets, and that conse- 


or which can reverse their action. In cases of libel it was well 
settled law, before Fox’s Libel Act, that the fact of publication 
and the meaning of the words used were the only questions for 
the jary, and the question whether the words with such meaning 


quently section 81 did not apply. The court (Lord Esure, M.R., 
and Linpixy and Lorzs, L.JJ.) however, agreed with Fay, L.J., 
that section 81 exactly applied, and affirmed his judgment in 
favour of the plaintiff. As between Fisuux and Srevenson, the 








‘were in law libellous was one solely for the judge. It was thus 





former was the true owner of the cheque, and the effect of the 
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words ‘‘ not negotiable” was, that Srzvenson could not confer on 
the holder of the cheque a Letter title than he himself had, and, 
as against the plaintiff, he had no title at all. This result appears 
at first sight a great hardship upon the defendant, who was a bond 
fide holder of the cheque for value, and could not possibly have 
known the nature of the private agreement between Stevenson 
and the plaintiff, and, in fact, did not even know of the existence 
of the partnership. But, having regard to the words of section 
81, it seems impossible that the court could come to any other con- 
clusion. The case shews what a valuable protection section 81 
affords to the true owner of a crossed cheque, while, at the same 
time, it must serve as a warning against the perils incurred by a 
person who gives value for such a cheque. He takes the cheque 
entirely at bis own risk, and cannot afterwards be heard to com- 
plain, as against the real owner, that he has been defrauded. We 
doubt whether the effect of the magic words “not negotiable” 
upon a crossed cheque has hitherto been fully appreciated, but 
after this decision there can be no room for mistake about the 
matter. 





In A usEFvL pamphlet Mr. Cuartes Asnworta James has indi- 
cated shortly the main results arrived at by the Select Committee 
of the House of Commons which was engaged from 1886 to 1888 
in investigating the question of leasehold enfranchisement. The 
evidence taken by them was very voluminous, and it has been 
excellently digested in two volumes, which we have formerly 
noticed, where also the case against current proposals intended to 
benefit the leaseholder is clearly stated. Mr. James works on the 
same lines, though within a much shorter compass. His chief 
object is to emphasize the findings of the Committee, and he gives 
no more details than are necessary for their explanation. At the 
outset it is, of course, easy to shew that few occupiers have. the 
interest in their houses which would enable them to enfranchise, 
and the person who would reap the benefit of the scheme would 
apparently be the much detested middleman. Some idea of the 
actual desire to enfranchise is given by the experience of Mr. 
Henzace at Grimsby, where, out of 989 freeholds offered for sale 
to the lessees, only 32 were purchased, and it is noted that the 
Committee, in their report, connected the desire for enfranchise- 
ment, so far as it is prevalent, with the idea that the Jandlord’s 
claim to compensation for all his existing rights and interests 
is inequitable, and ought not to be fully recogoized. Another 
point made is the exposure of the fallacy that the leasehold 
system conduces to bad building. As a matter of fact, some 
of the worst neighbourhoods in London, which were at one time 
supposed to point the moral against the leasehold system, have 
been found to be areas of small freeholds where, in consequence 
of the tenure, there is no obligation on anyone to repair. On the 
other hand, Mr. James points out that the leasehold system pro- 
duces a large supply of houses, and on many estates, at any rate, 
their condition is kept up by means of the covenants to repair, 
while the simultaneous falling in of leases gives opportunities for 
extensive improvements which are impossible where the land is 


divided amongst a number of small freeholders. These and other ) 


arguments against leasehold enfranchisement, many of which com- 
mended themselves to the Select Committee, will be found 
usefully epitomized in Mr. James’s pamphlet. 








DEFENDANT FIRMS. 


A srrrxine example of the difficulty which has been created b 

the decision of the Court of Appeal in Davies v. André, to whi 

we referred at some length last week, has just been furnished by 
the case of Allden v. Prentis § Co. and Beckley § Co. That 
case arose on the refusal of the Central Office to accept an appear- 
ance in the following form:—‘‘ Enter an appearance for R. D., 
served as a partner in the firm of Beckley & Go. (Signed) G. H., 
solicitor for the said R. D.” It will, of course, be noticed at a 
glance that there is, in such an appearance, an implied denial of 
partnership. The appearance was refused on the authority of 
Davies vy. André (38 W. R. 487, 24 Q. B. D. 598), by which it 
was decided that, in an action against a firm, a person served as a 


partner, but who denied that he wasa mega: gps not enter a 
Pp. 


conditional appearance denying partn he im denial 
in the appearance tendered was obvious enough, and indeod, it * 


was admittedly tendered in that form with the object of protest- 
Ms Me pen eels Ser ret ee from having execution issued 


ing him at Kiberty to deny tho fact of partnership. ‘The rotual of 
ing him at li eny the fact ip. 
the Central Office to accept the appearance was upheld by the judge 
in chambers, and the Divisional Court was moved to allow the - 
ance to be entered as of the day on which it was first 

The Divisional Court held that the appearance might be entered 
in the name of the m wishing to appear, without condition, 
and without description of any kind. Having regard to Davies v. 
André, this was the only ible appearance which could be 
entered. There was just this one way in which Davies v. A 
might be avoided, and at the same time a person served as 
partner, but who was not a partner, might be allowed to 
himself against having an execution issued against him. And 
Divisional Court, feeling the absolute necessity of i 
person so situated to protect himself, have taken this 
ing way out of the difficulty. We do not take an 
this decision, but we have no hesitation in sayi 
general bearing upon actions against firms it will ha 
of making confusion worse confounded. 

To understand clearly the precise bearing of this case on 
practice, it must be borne in mind that it is not, and never 
been, under the Judicature Acts and Rules, the practice of 
court to accept the appearance of any person who desires to 
in an action or matter, unless that person is a party to 
or matter, or is entitled under the — of Court 
appearance. A person cannot come and enter an ap 
aie of course in any action, whether he is a party to 
Before his appearance is accepted he must tn every case s 
appearance that he is either a defendant in the action or 
wise entitled under the rules to enter his ap — 
number of cases persons claiming to be interested seek 
an appearance, and are refused until they have taken the 
steps to place themselves on the record ss parties. Any 
practice would be most unjustly embarrassing to plaintiffs. 
ordinary official form of ce ends with the words “‘ Solicitor 
for the above-named defendant,” and if the party appeariog is 
not a defendant, the practice.is to require the form to be altered 
so as to shew the capacity in which such party appears. 
Ord. 12, r. 15, says that “ sued as partners in the name 
of their firm shall appear individually in their own names.” In 
strict conformity with this rale, and with a established practice 
with regard to appearance, every person who appears as a partner 
in a firm muet describe himself as “a partner in the firm of, &c., 
the above-named defendants.” 

The decision in Allden v. Prentis § Co. will have the effect of 
changing the practice of appearance altogether in actions wherein 
the defendants area firm; and this change may, and probably will, 
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work great injustice to plaintiffs in such actions. Let us, the 
sake of clearness, put a hypothetical case: A. brings an action 
against B. & Co. An appearance is entered for C., without any 
: description of himself as a defendant, or otherwise. Obvi 

such an appearance must 0} asa bar to judgment in 

against the firm. There is nothing to shew that C. is not a 
partner. The appearance contains neither admission nor denial of 
| partnership, but is, ostensibly at least, an appearance under ord. 12, 
r. 15. Therefore, before A. can sign judgment in default — 
the firm sued, he must move to strike out C.’s ———. 
defendant firm is composed of persons who 

amount of sharp practice to delay the i 
are many such), they will allow the order striking out the appear- 
ance of C. to be e, with only a mere shew of resistance, and 
will promptly tender an ap ce for D. without as 
in the case of C. Since Allden v. Prentis § Oo., w the 
authority to refuse such an appearance? And what penalty, 
beyond the payment of the costs of setting aside these appear- 
ances, can the court inflict upon the persons entering them ? 
But the case of Aliden vy. Prentis § Co. is worse even than 
which we have pictured in our hypothetical action. Here 
are ¢wo defendant firms, and a person is permitted to appear 
out description. Such an appearance must, until an 
obtained, stand as a bar to judgment in default against either firm, 
because there is nothing on the record ap- 
pearing is not a partner in either or both of the firms 


Moreover, there is another difficulty of great importance which 
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} nee — 
this decision will raise. Ord. 42, r. 10 (6), says that a judgment | was a breach of trust. In other cases, also, a director has been 


inst a firm may be executed against any person who 
in his own name under ord. 12,r.15. The person served 
actually be a partner, and, under this decision, he may appear 
ithout saying whether he is or is not a partner. When the 
plaintiff obtains his judgment against the firm, will he be in a 
position to issue execution against the person so appearing? Or 
will he be compelled to apply for an order for execution against 
that person? If the latter, what security is there that undoubted 
partners served will not appear, under the authority of this case, 
without any admission of partnership, and so compel the plaintiff 
in every instance to obtain an order before issuing execution 
against them personally ? 

The course adopted by the Divisional Court was absolutely 
necessary, under the circumstances, to prevent a great possible 
injustice. But when, in 1887, the masters were brought face 
to face with the defect in the rules of court with regard to 
partners to which we called attention in our last issue, the course 
now adopted in Aliden v. Prentis & Oo. was duly considered and 
rejected in favour of the plan of permitting a person served as a 
partner, who was not a partner, in a defendant firm, to enter an 
appearance denying partnership. That plan was not open to the 
Divisional Court, because the Court of Appeal had, in Davies v. 
André, ruled it out of order. They were, therefore, compelled to 
adopt the method of meeting the difficulty which had previously 
been considered and rejected on account of the great practical 
inconvenience attaching to its general adoption. Surely this fact 
alone should be sufficient to emphasize with adequate force the 

ity which exists for altering the rules as to partners, either 
in the way indicated in our last issue, or in some other way. 
Francis A. Sreincer. 
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CAN A DIRECTOR PLEAD THE STATUTE OF LIMI- 
TATIONS UNDER THE TRUSTEE ACT, 1888? 


Osx the 6th of June a case of Re The Lea Bridge Tramway Oo. came 
before Mr. Justice Kar, in which a liquidator had taken out a 
summons agsinst directors, under section 165 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, to make them repay certain moneys to the company. 
The moneys had been applied by the directors in paying the costs 
of an application to Parliament. Sach an application was ulird 
vires, but the directors had acted honestly in the matter, and more 
than six years had elapsed between the misapplication of the money 
and the issue of the liquidator’s summons, and the directors relied 
on the Trustee Act, 1888. Under these circumstances the court 
sanetioned a compromise, which had been provisionally sgreed to 
between the liquidator and the directors, under which the directors 
paid about a quarter of the amount of the sums misapplied, and 
esch party bore their own costs. 

It would have been interesting to have had a decision on the 
point here raised—namely, whether directors of a company are 
trustees within the meaning of the Trustee Act, 1888, so as to be 
able to plead the Statute of Limitations under it. That Act enacts, 
by section 1, that the expression “trustee” shall be deemed to in- 
elude an executor or administrator and a trustee whose trust arises 
by construction or implication of law as well as an express trustee, 
but not the official trustee of charitable funds. Now prior to the 
it bad been held that a director of a company who misapplied 
fands was so far a trustee that he could not plead the old 
7 Limitation: Re Exchange Banking Co., Flitcroft’s 
.’ 


R 


- 
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- B. 695, 21 Ch. D. 519). It appears to be a fair argu- 
all persons who were disabled from pleading the old 
of Limitations on the ground that they were trustees, 
be held to be trustees for the purposes of the new Act. In 
this point, it is material to observe that section 8 of the 

Act does not apply to any claim which is founded upon any 
fraudulent breach of trust to which the trustee is party or 
recover trust property, or the proceeds thereof, still 

e trustee, or previously received by the trustee and 
use. A decision that directors were trustees within 
leave all cases of fraud in the same position as 
support of the view that a director may plead 
cite the case of Ramskill v. Edwards (34 W. R. 
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has | called a trustee or a guasi-trustee, and it has been urged that he is 


not a trustee for creditors but for the shareholders, though we should 
say ourselves that he was not a trustee for either of them, but for 
the company: Re Wincham Shipbuilding Co., Poole, Jackson, and 
Whyte’s case (26W.R 588, 9 Ch. D. 322), Re Oxford Benefit Build- 
ing Society (35 W. R. 116, 35 Ch. D. 502). Then, if a director 
is a trustee within the Trustee Act, 1888, it should follow that a 
claim against him is barred at the end of six years; for section 8 
of the Act puts the claim on the same footing as an action of debt 
for money had and received, which is barred by the Statute 21 Jac. 
1, c. 16, at the end of six years. 

It remains to be considered from what date the period of six 
years should run, whether from the date of the misapplication or 
of the winding-up order ; whether the liquidator merely stands in 
the shoes of the company, or has a new right on behalf of creditors 
under section 165 or by general law. On this point we may 
observe that in Leeds Estate Oo. v. Sheppard (36 W. R. 322, 36 
Ch D. 787) an auditor was allowed to plead the statute to a claim 
under section 165, so as to bar any liability for defaults made 
six years before the issue of the writ, although less than that 
period intervened between the commencement of the winding up 
and the date of the trial. Again, it is laid down in Re Csnadian 
Land Co., Ooventry and Dizon's case (28 W. R. 775, 14 Ch. D. 
660), that section 165 creates no new right, but merely provides a 
summary mode of calling directors to account for acts for which 
they are liable to an action. Now it is clear that when moneys 
of a company are misapplied by directors, an action can be 
brought against them in the name of the company the very next 
day (see Re Exchange Banking Co., Flitcroft’s case, 30 W. R. 
695, 21 Ch. D. 519; he Oxford Benefit Building Society, 35 W. R. 
116, 35 Ch. D. 502), and it seems that any one shareholder may 
maintain such an action on behalf of all (Guinness v. Land 
Corporation of Ireland, 31 W. R. 341, 22 Ch. D. 349), or on his 
own account alone (Zomkinson v. South-Hastern Railway Oo., 35 
W. R. 758, 35 Ch. D. 675). 

It kas also been held that executors of a deceased director can- 
not be summoned under section 165: F%eltom’s Executors’ case 
(14 W. R. 247, L. R. 1 Eq. 219), Ex parte Hawkins (16 W. RB. 
1136, L. R 3 Ch. 791), Re British Guardian Life Assurances Society 
(28 W. R. 945, 14 Ch. D. 335); but they are clearly liable to an 
action: Ramskill vy. Edwards (34 W. R. 96, 31 Ch. D. 100), Leeds 
Estate Co. v. Sheppard (36 W. R. 322, 36 Ch. D. 787). It would 
be difficult, therefore, to maintain that, in a summons under section 
165, time should run from the date of the winding-up order, unless 
tbe same contention would prevail in the case of an action against 
executors of a deceased director. The same result may also be 
deduced from the rule that the court has a discretion to allow a 
summons under section 165 or to direct an action to be brought: 
Re Bank of Gibraltar and Malia (14 W. BR. 69, L. R. 1 Ch. 69). 
Farthermore, it has been laid down in many cases that a liquidator 
merely stands in the shoes of the company: Waterhouse v. 
Jamieson (L. R. 2 H. L. Se. 29, 18 W. R. H. L. Dig. 8), Be 
Wincham Shipbuilding Co., Poole, Jackson, and Whyte’s case (26 
W. RB. 588), 9 Ch. D. 322; and this is one of the few points on 
which the decisions of the late Sir Georce Jxssagt, sitting as 
Master of the Rolls, were reversed by the Court of Appeal: Re 
Canadian Land Co., Coventry and Dizon's case (28 W. R. 775, 14 
Ch. D. 660), Re Dronfield Silkstone Coal Co. (29 W. R. 768, 17 
Ch. D. 76), which qualify Re National Funds Assurance Uo. (27 
W. R. 302, 10 Ch. >. 118). 

On the whole, therefore, although the matter must be con- 
sidered doubtful, we incline to the opinion that a director can now 
plead the Statute of Limitations in a case within the Trustee 
Act, 1888, and that time runs from the date of the misapplication 
of the money. 








The following are the circuits chosen by the jotgee of the Queen Bench 
Division for the ensuing Summer Assizes—viz., South-Eastern Circuit, 
Mr. Baron Huddleston; Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Denman and Mr, 
Justice Mathew; Home Circuit, Mr. Justice Denman; Midland Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Hawkins, Mr. Baron Pollock and Mr. Justice Lawrance joining 
the circuit at B ham, when Mr. Justice Hawkins will return to 
town; North Wales Circuit, Lord Chief Justice Coleridge; South Wales 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Stephen ; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice A. L. Smith 
and Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams ; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice 
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misapplication by a director, because such an act 
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Wills and Mr. J Oharles. Mr. Justice Day and Mr. Justice 
Grantham will remain in town. 


June 14, 1890, | 
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REVIEWS. 


PATENTS. 


Toe Law AND Practice or Lerrers PATENT FoR INVENTIONS, 
WITH THE PaTenTs AcTs AND RutEs ANNOTATED, &0. By 
Lewis Epmunps, D.Sc., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by A. Woop 

M.A, LL.B, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 


Sons 


atentees’ Manual and Lawson on the Patent Acts, 
something over. It is a little startling for the first editi 
work to be so pentreets and it must be itted that a 

i i is less likely to be taken into court than a 
Some part of this b might well have been 
Patents Acts, 1883-8, are not only to be found (less Parts 
ak, a and ony samme the — te of 
where occupy no less than 130 pages, bu are 
found (inclading Parts III. and IV.) consolidated, but not 
in the appendix of statutes, where also the Acts subsequent 
of 1883 are to be found separately, ing altogether some sixty 
pages “—— Surely, if ae author consi x it ere 

s of comparison or otherwise, to print the designs 

coke paste of the hath, it would have sufficed to have pri 
Acts once in their entirety, confining the annotations to the 


sections. 

Having said so much, we have nothing but commendation for 
book. ceived in a large and comprehensive spirit, it is well 
thoroughly carried out. Intending it to be the standard book on 
subject of patents, to take the place of the always valuable 
in t part obsolete Hindmarch, the author has—wisely as 
we think—not confined himself to a bare statement of the law as 
it is, but has been at great pains to elucidate its history and growth. 
Thecircumstances which led up to the famous Statute of Monopoli 
fully stated, the effect and consequences of that statute are described, 
together with the various attempts, some successful and some un- 


successful, which have been subsequently made to amend and amplify | i 


which never 


Some of the references to 
but this is a very venial 


took effect might perhaps have been 
fault, if fault it be. The historical part of the book is su ented 
in the appendix by a reprint of the various statutes w! though 
many of them are now ed, have from time to time governed 
the grant and ownership of letters patent, and it cannot, we think, 
be disputed that the result must be, not only to interest the reader, 
but to enable him to appreciate, with far greater clearness than 
would otherwise be possible, the decisions given while these repealed 
Acts were in force. 

So far as we have been able to test it, the statement of the exist- 
ing law is accurate and clear, and the system of giving in the notes 
the dates of the cases cited is a useful one, though here and there 
some little inaccuracies have crept in—e.g., the date of Vavasseur v. 
Krupp is given at page 221 and in the table of cases as 1870, while 
at 262 the correct date, 1878, is given. The book includes a 
good table of the various Orders in Council made under sections 103 
and 104 of the Act of 1883, for the purpose of gi effect to the 
international convention, and a useful collection of abstracts of 
foreign and colonial laws. The cases are also brought well down to 
date, seeing that some reported only last month are given in the 
text. As an example of the notes to the Acts of Parliament, we ma: 
refer to that to section 13 of the Consolidated Acts of 1883-8, whi 
deals with the date of the patent, and is of cial interest just now, 
seeing that this question was hotly debated at the recent Madrid 
eg > ——— ; the eet Ag of - pero ol ‘~ bo 

nit tates, the former supporting the practice pr e 
English Act, which requires every patent to be dated and eH po 
of the date of the application, whereas the latter desired to retain the 
date in use in the United States, which is the date of the publication 

t. The note to the section traces the history of the 

English law on the point from 18 Hen. 6, c. 1, which required letters 
og to be dated of the day of the delivery of the "s warrant 
the Chancellor, to 15 & 16 Vict. c. 83, s. 23, which enabled them 

to be dated as of the day of one and the present Act, which 
renders that date imperative. This is a short and simple matter, but 
a gs mE quocayrn the notes seem equally concise and to 
the point. book is one to be recommended. 


CROWN OFFICE PRACTICE, 


THe PracTice oN THE Onown SimpE OF THE QUEEN’s BENCH 
Drviston or Her Masxsty's Hiau Court oF JusTiox (FOUNDED 
on OorvEr’s OnowWN OFFICE PRACTIOR), INCLUDING APPEALS 


Office, and Francis Hamitton MELor, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 
This work has been published at a most 
i ey ane eee on the subjects 
of which it treats, as was, in former days, the on which it is 
5 Senet aa ; ad todiede *Iendowna® 
great im ce, very numerous, ” us,” 
* Prohibition,” “ . * Cases from Quarter Sessions, 
‘‘ Indictments found in or removed into the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
‘ew i ions,” ‘“‘ Informations Quo Warranto,” 
‘Trial at Bar,” ‘‘ Error,” ‘‘ Habeas Corpus,” ** Bail,” ‘* Outlawry,” 
“ Attachment,” ** Articles of the Peace,” “The Writ de Contumace 


“Qapiendo and Excommunicato Capiendo,” “ Inquisitions,” “ Sci 
Facias,” “‘ Restitution,” “Su « Affidavits,” “A: 


Inferior Courts,” ‘‘ Petty ” and 

of Appeal.” In Messrs. and 8 

subjects is y dealt with, 

ete Sty eee ene 

too bulky for practical purposes. changes 

cature Acts in the Crown Practice are, of course, indicated, 
authors point out, these are really little more than nominal, 
procedure on the Crown side ivisi 
remains an exceptional 
subject-matter and go 
tion of seven pages, the 
a ate, oe Se ee, 
old Court of Queen’s 

Rules of the Supreme Court, i 
One of the most useful cha 
treats of “ Appeals from 

it is to be noticed, strictly 
certain appeals which fall wi 
Judicature Act, 1873, by vi 
Court Rules, assigned to the 
from county courts the 
wisely, all di se 


moment, and 


4th ed, vol. 1, pp. 585, 586). 
We must not conclude this notice without 


to A 

oneal the authors, applicable in certain i 

i forms are, of course, additional to those 

the Crown Office Rules, 1608, St np a en Se = 
inden. of nessly M0 seg eae eee ae titles, 
completes a work w! merits the appro which we predict it 
will receive from both branches of the profession. 


THE PALATINE COURT OF DURHAM, 


Tne PaLaTinE Court oF Dunnam Act, 1889, Edited, with Notes 
and an Introduction, by Jonn Bruce WILLIAMSON, B.A., 
at-Law. Neweastle-on-Tyne: Beavis, Stewart, & Co. 
This book is a useful guide to the Act of last year, which was 
intended to infuse new life into the Chancery Court 
the jura regalia wines exercised by the Bishop of Durham an 
interesting i in the introduction. 
height in the time of Anthony 
maintained 
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intended to alter all this. By section 1 the Chancellor of the County 
Palatine, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, has power to 
adopt, with such variations as may be necessary, the rules of the 
a ane and section 3 provides that judgments and orders of the 
Palatine Court may, where necessary, be enforced rg hem them 
orders of the High Court. The practice of the court being thus im- 
proved, and the efficacy of its orders secured, subsequent sections 
confer upon it power with regard to the property of infants and 
administration of assets (section 6); power with regard to all matters 
as to which summary jurisdiction is conferred upon the High Court 
(section 7); the powers of the High Court under the Trustee Acts 
and the Charitable Trusts Acts (sections 8 and 9); and the powers of 
the High Court under the Partition Act, 1876; the Settled Estates 
Act, 1877 ; the Conveyancing Act, 1881; and the Settled Land Acts, 
1882 and 1884 (section 10). It is obvious that these brief enactments 
leave room for much explanatory matter, and Mr. Williamson use- 
fully epitomizes in his notes the powers which are thus conferred. 
Together with the ordinary books on the practice of the High Court 
his work will be found a sufficient guide for those who have business 
in the Palatine Court. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 


MAYOR, &c , OF SALFORD v. COUNTY COUNCIL OF LANCASHIRE—No. 1, 
10th June. 


Loca Government Acr (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41)—Liasmiry or County 
Councrr—Conraciovus Drszaszs (Anrmats) Acts (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 70; 
41 & 42 Vicr. c. 74). 


This was an appeal from the decision of Grantham, J. The action was 
brought to recover a sum of £686 paid by the plaintiffs between 1869 
and 1878 to the county authorities under the Contagious Diseases 
(Animals) Act, 1869. By section 90 of that Act, ‘‘ The expenditure of a 
local authority in compensation for animals slaughtered or in 
respect of ipal of or interest on money borrowed in pursuance of 
this Act, shall be defrayed out of the local rate or out of a separate rate to 

in all ts as the local rate.’’ By section 97, ‘‘ Notwith- 
ything in this Act, the local authority of each borough 
a county, and assessed to the county rate thereof, shall be 
proportionate amount contributed by the borough to the 
incurred by the local authority of the county in pursuance of 
so that the burden of those shall be borne 


He 
HE 


il 


wholly by the county, and not as to any part thereof by any borough 
situate with the county.” The local authority is defined by the Act as 
‘the justices in general or quarter sessions assembled.’’ The Act was 


ype Contagious Diseases (Animals) Act, 1878, which, however, 
section 4, that ‘‘ the repeal of enactments or any other thing 
shall not affect the past operation of those enactments . . . 
y right, title, obligation, or liability accrued . . . under any of 
enactments.”” By section 37, ‘‘A local authority may sue and be 
‘Se ee FC of this Act .. . as if they were 
*? In 1888, by the Local Government Act (51 & 52 Vict. c. 
— of justices were transferred to the county council, and by 
all property of the county passed to them, subject to all debts 
and to the same conditions and restrictions as if the Act 
been passed. Grantham, J., gave judgment for the defendants, 
that the only remedy against the justices under the Act of 1869 was 
by mandamus, and not by action. The plaintiffs appealed. 
Tux Covart (Lord Esuer, M B., and Linpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.), without 
on counsel for the respondents, dismissed the appeal. Lord 
Eeuze, M.R., said that the first question was whether, under the Act of 
1869, the justices had been incorporated eo that they could be sued. 
It was clear that they had not been expressly incorporated, but the case 
of the Conservators of the River Tone v. Ash (10 B. & O. 349) had been 
cited asan authority for the contention that they were incorporated by 
necessary implication from the Act. In that case the implication of 
incorporation was necessary, because there was no other way in which the 
could be carried into effect. There was no such necessity here, for it 
admitted that under the Act of 1869 the plaintiffs had a remedy 


i 


rat 


ag 


against the justices by mandamus, which might ly be to compel the 
Sor ataae ae on en they such special fund, or to 

state. The incorporation by necessary implication from the Act 
therefore fell to the ground. Then it was said that the plaintiffs had a 
jaar to sue because the Act of 1878, which repealed the Act of 1869, 

alive all liabilities and o accrued under that Act, and gave 
by section 37, a power to sue. that power to sue was only “ for ali 
purposes of this Act,’’ and bad no application to the Act of 1969. Then 
came the Act of 1338, vesting the ers and y of tho justices in 
the county council, subject, no doubt, to all and liabilities affecting 
it, but ect also to the same restrictions as before. The power to 
proceed the Act of 1369 against the justices by mandamus ovly was 
such s restriction, and was not affected by the Act. Whether a mandamus 
basa he 7 ped Be pet beetyed ans conten 

—_ must refuse to amend th 

and allow an action f pt eng 


debt to be turned into an action for a mandamus, in 
which 
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another and a fatal objection to the 





ought to have been considered in | recet 





plaintiffs’ claim. The right to be recouped under the Act of 1869 wasa 
right to be paid out of a particular fund, and an action upon it 
was an action on the case, and not an action for a statutory debt. 
It was therefore barred by the lapse of six years under the 
Statute of Limitations. Linpitey and Lorzs, LJJ., gave judgment 
to the same effect.—Counszn, Gully, Q0O., and E£. Sutton; Henn 
Collins, Q.0., and Smyly. Soutcrrors, Zrass ¢ Jarmain, for J. Brown, 
Salford ; Ridsdale ¢ Son, for F. C. Hulton, Manchester. 


FISHER v. ROBERTS—No. 1, 6th June. 


Oxnzque—Onrossep *‘ nor NecotiasLe’’?—Cueqve Inporsep IN FRAUD oF 
Partner—RicutT or Inporsex To Procsgeps—Biiis or Excuanes Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61), s. 81. 


Appeal from the judgment of Fry, J..J., at the trial, without a jury, of 
an action to recover the proceeds of acieque. The plaintiff entered into 
partnership with a builder, named Stevenson, who carried on business as 
Stevenson & Oo., in respect of a icular contract which Stevenson had 
made with the School Board for London. The partnership agreement was 
containedina letterfrom the plaintiff toStevenson, paragraph 3 of which was 
as follows :—‘‘ All moneys receivable by me only. The receipts signed by 
me, Stevenson & Oo., to be only valid.” A payment under the contract 
falling due, Stevenson received a cheque for £140 from the school board 
payable to Stevenson & Oo. or order, and crossed with the addition of the 
words ‘‘not negotiable.’’ Stevenson, in fraud of the plaintiff, indorsed 
the cheque to the defendant, who had no knowledge of the fraud or that 
the plaintiff. was a partner, and received the amount from him. The 
cheque having been duly honoured, the plaintiff brought an action to 
recover the amount from the defendant. Fry, L.J., held that the defend- 
ant had no title to the cheque or its proceeds by reason of section 81 of 
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and gave judgment for the plaintiff. 


Txe Oovurt (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Linpizy and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuzx, M.R, said that, the cheque being crossed and 
made ‘‘ not negotiable,’’ by section 81 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, 
the defendant could have no better title to the cheque than the person 
from whom he received it. By the partnership agreement Stevenson had 
no title to the cheque as against the plaintiff, and therefore the defendant, 
who had no better title than Stevenson, had no right to the cheque or its 
proceeds as against the plaintiff. The defendant must accordingly pay 
the amount to the plaintiff, Linptey, L.J., concurred. As between the 
plaintiff and Stevenson, the plaintiff had the exclusive right to the cheque 
and to get it cashed. There was no escape from section 81, and the defend- 
ant had no better right than Stevenson. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.— 
CounseL, J. Lawson Walton, QO, and H. D. Bonsey; T. L. Wilkinson, 
Crispe, and Minton-Senhouse. Soxicrrors, Learoyd, James, § Mellor, for 
C. H. G. Knowles, Luton ; Edward Clarke, 


GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY v. STYLES—No. 1, 10th June. 
Revenve—Income Tax—Annvitizs PAYABLE ovurt oF Prorits on GaAINs. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Hawkins, J.}, reported 38 W. R. 480, 24 Q. B. D. 500. The Gresham 
Life Assurance Society carries on the business of a life assurance society 
and of granting annuities, The consideration for the granting of an 
immediate annuity is the payment of a lump sum or premium. The 
valuation balance-sheet of the society for the three years endiog June 30, 
1885, shewed a surplus profit of £93,056 16s. 8d. The society had during 
the triennium paid income tax on £120,722 by the tax bein § deducted at 
its source on payment to them of dividends and interest. Ia arriving at 
such surplus profit the society had taken into account the sum paid in 
discharge of these annuity contracts, amounting to £253,252 53. 10d. and 
the sum of £3,247 which had been paid for income tax, These two sums 
added to the surplus profit amounted to the sum of £349,556 2s. 6d. 
From this amount the surveyor of taxes admitted the deduction of 
£120,722, on which income tax had already been paid, but he claimed to 
charge the society with income tax on the remainder. The commissioners 
confirmed the assessment, but stated a case, and the Divisional Court held 
that the amounts paid as annuities were liable to income tax as sums pay 
able out of profits and gee within the meaning of section 102 of the 
Income Tax Act, 1842. e society appealed. 


Tue Oover (Lord Esuzrz, M.R., and Linpizy and Lorzs, L JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esuzex, M.R, said that the case was governed 
by the rule of construction laid down in The Alexandria Water Oo. v. 
Musgrave (11 Q. B. D. 174) as applied to rule 4 of schedule D. of the 
Income Tax Act, 1842. It could not be deemed that the society was 
—vas on the business of selling annuities. If the 4th rule and section 
102 did not exist, the profits of that business would be the difference 
between the receipts of the business and the sums expended to obtain 
those receipts. t expenditure would include, not only the wages and 
ordinary office expenses, but also the sums in fulfilment of the 
annuity contracts. The balance would be the net profit of the business. 
But by section 102 and rule 4 a different principle wasdaid down, by which 
the sum on which income tax was payable was to be assessed. If it were 
not for the mee age sige: clauses, which enabled the company to deduct 
from the annuities the amount of income tax paid on them, that would be 
@ great hardship, and even as it was it might be a hardship in some cases. 
But all Income Tax Acts were tyrannical, and worked a to some 
people, and the court must not be deterred by questions of hardship from 
putting a construction on the section or rule. It was held in the 
case Alecandria Water Co. v. Musgrave that the wr se | must be 
assessed in respect of the whole profits of the concern—the whole trade 

t any annual interest by the company on 
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for the purpose of assessment to income tax, no notice was to be taken of 
either annual interest or annuities paid out of profits or gains. That was 
the construction put on the rule in the case of interest in Alexandria 
Water Co. v. Musgrave, and that construction must now be followed in the 
case of annuities. Therefore, although, in the ordinary sense of the words, 
the payment of annuities would be part of the expenditure of the business, 
yet, in accordance with the rule, the society was not allowed to deduct 
such payments from their profits, but must pay income tax upon them, 
and must deduct the amount so paid from the annuities paid to the 
annuitants. The judgment of the Divisional Court was right and must be 
affirmed. Linpizy and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsen, Sir Horace 
Davey, Q.0., Lumley Smith, Q.C., and W. Fooks ; Sir Bdward Clarke, 8.G., 
and Danckwerts. Soxicrrors, R. L. Devonshire; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 





WALLIS v. SAYERS—No. 2, 7th June. 


Psactice—Llopz or ASCERTAINING DamaGes in CxHancery Drvision— 
Inaurry rn CHAMBERS OR BEFORE OrriciAL REFEREE. 


In this case a question arose as to the proper mode of ascertaining the 
amount of damages in an action brought in the Chancery Division. 
The action was brought in 1884, claiming damages for an alleged 
wrongful conversion of goods comprised in a bill of sale given b 
the plaintiff to the defendant as security for a loan of £1,300. It 
was admitted that the bill of sale was void, as not being in 
accordance with the statutory form, but the defence raised was, that 
the plaintiff had by her acts affirmed and adopted the sale. At 
the trial Kekewich, J., held that the plaintiff had not adopted the sale, 
and he directed various inquiries to be made by an official referee, among 
which were an inquiry as to the value of goods sold and an inquiry as to 
the damages occasioned by the sale. The further consideration of the 
action was adjourned, and liberty to apply was reserved. The official 
referee reported that there were no damages which he could assess, there 
being, in his opinion, no evidence of anything improper or negligent in 
the conduct of the sale, and no evidence that the defendant exceeded 
the rights given to him by the bill of sale. The referee adjourned the 
inquiry as to the value of the goods. The plaintiff then app to the 
court that directions might be given to the referee as to the principle on 
which the damages ought to be assessed. Kekewich, J., remitted the 
action to the referee with a direction that regard was to be had to the 
fect that the bill of sale was admitted to be void, but his lordship de- 
clined to exclude from the referee’s consideration any evidence showing 
that the sale was made at the request, or with the consent, of the plain- 
tiff. The defendant appealed from the judgment at the trial of the 
action; the plaintiff appealed from the refusal to give further directions 
to the referee. 

Tue Court (Corron, Bowsn, and Fry, L.JJ.) (Fay, L.J., differing from 
the majority) dismissed the defendant’s appeal, on the ground that the 
plaintiff had not by her acts affirmed the sale. And, on the plaintiff's 
appeal, the court varied the order directing inquiries, and referred the 
matter back to the referee on the footing thaé the sale itself was vane 
Corton, L.J., expressed his regret that the action had not been brought in 
the Queen’s Bench Division, where it might have been disposed of without 
avy reference as to damages. Bowen, L.J., protested against the melan- 
choly spectacle which this case presented. He sometimes feared that pro- 
fane persons might not be entirely wrong in complaining that courts of 
justice had, at least, some of the attributes of the Circumlocution Office. 
He had never said anything disrespectful of the Chancery Division, but it 
was a melancholy spectacle to see a common law action, which might have 
been heard in one day, transformed and inflated into a Ohancery suit, 
which had lasted Heaven knew how long, and would last Heaven knew 
how much longer. It must not be taken that this court acquiesced in the 


notion that in every case in the Chancery Division in which were 
iven the judge ought to direct an inquiry as to damages instead of assess- 
the damages himself. References to assess damages ought to be made 


y when the inquiry would involve questions of detail, the investigation 
of which would be a waste of the time of the court, At the present 
moment his lordship did not know whether, in the present case, if the 
question of damages had been opened and tackled at the trial, it might 
not have been settled by agreement. At all events, the wro ess of the 
sale would have been established. Fry, L.J., said that he had more than 
once expressed his fear lest the practice of directing inquiries should lead 
to two trials when one would be sufficient. It might be necessary in some 
cases to send an action to a referee, but as a general rule his lordship 
objected to the aps up of the trial into two inquiries—first, as to the 
tight to damages; and; secondly, as to the amount of damages. The 

resent case might have been entirely disposed of by the judge.—Counsx1, 
armington, Q.0., and Ribton; Neville, Q.0., and Ashton Cross. Soxtct- 
Tors, Edward Lee; 8. H. Behrand. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re TUNNO, RAIKES v. RAIKES—Ohitty, J., 4th June. 
Witt—Laoaocrns PAyante ovr or Srrorrio Funp—AnaATEMENT. 


In this case a testatrix, by her will, gave her diamonds to trustees 
upon trust to sell, and out of the proceeds of sale to nd £600 in the 
repuir of a certain church, but, if the church were al ee or if 
a part only of the £600 should be expended, she directed that the said eum 
of £600, or so much thereof as should be nay mgt should fall into 
her residuary estate. The testatrix also directed her trustees to expend a 
further sum of £700 out of the proceeds of sale of the diamonds upon 
trusts which were held to be void. The proceeds of sale were £900 only. 





The resid legatee contended that the legacy of £600 should abate, 
notwit that the legacy of £700 was void, relying on Page v, 
Leapingwell (18 Ves. ys 
Currry, J., said that the gift of £600 was tantamount to a first charge 
io meed & Sa. the proceeds of sale of the diamonds, and was, 
ore, distinguishable from Page v. Leapingwell. There was no abate- 
ment.—CovunseL, Rigby, Q.0., Romer, Q.C., and 8. Dickinson; Sir A. 
Watson, Q.C., and P. Wheeler; G. A. Watson. Sorscrrors, Francis § 
Johnson ; H. R. Reynolds; Harries, Witkinson, § Raikes. 


ALLEN v, OAKEY—Nortb, J., 7th June. 


Practice — Jupcment on ApMIssions IN PieapIncs—APPLICATION RY 
Motion on Summons—Oosta—R. 8. O., XXXIL, 6; XL, 1. 

This was a motion by the plaintiff for judgment on admissions in the 
pleadings, and the question arose, whether the ought not to have 
applied for judgment by means of a summons in chambers, instead of by 
a motion in court, and whether, therefore, he was eutitled to any more 
costs than he would have incurred if he had issued a summons the 

urpose. The action was brought tv obtain an injunction the 
Saedents from building so as to obstruct the plaintiff's ancient lights, 
or so as to interfere with the support of a wall to the plaintiff. 
The plaintiff also claimed damages. The defendants, by their statement 
of defence, offered to give an undertaking not to carry up their building 
to any greater height than it was at the date of the commencement of the 
action, and still was. The defendants also said that they had brought 
£275 into court, and that that sum was more than sufficient to compensate 
the plaintiff for any damage which he might have sustained, assuming 
that the defendants’ yd was Poy pe to oe at its bos ht. 
The defendants also offe pay plain costs of the 4 
including the costs of an order embodying the espace undertaking, and 
directing the payment out of the £275 - J 


further proceedings in the action, 
3 . determined to accept 
made by the defendants, and his solicitor sent to the defendants’ 


E 


to 

offered to consent. The plaintiff 
minutes of an order embodying the proposed terms, stating 
time that, if the minutes were approved, he would give notice of motion 
for judgment ee The defendants’ solicitors returned the 
minutes approved, with a let 
your proposal to move for judgment, the matter may be concluded at a 
much less expense on a summons. On behalf 
this course to be adopted. It you do net accede to this enquestios, please 
understand that we reserve to ourselves th 
respect to any extra costs occasion 
Notwithstanding this letter, the plaintiff’ 
of metic fae jenn Sak “any pay wig ay age ot 
Rule 6 of order any 
fl ai mater, whore ply to ‘he were ‘ “4 
the pleadings or o' apply e court or a 
monk or am oh as upon euch admissions he may be entitled 
waiting for the determination of any other question botween 
and the court or judge may, upon such application, make i 
give such judgment as the court or judge cheese just.”” And by rule 

of order 40, “‘ Except where by the Acts or by these rules it is provided 
that judgment may obtained in any other manner, the judgment of 
the court shall be obtained by motion for judgment.” Oa the of 
the motion the defendants’ counsel read the above letter, and asked 
the plaintiff might be allowed only such costs as he would have incurred 
if he had m the application by cumnest Sree Sion Dying 

ce was on 

Co. v. Di W. R. 497, 32 Soxrcrrors’ JovrnaL, 241). 
the Fn a ds brought to restrain the defendants from issuing a particular 
trade circular. The defendants, by their statement of defence, offered to 
submit to a perpetual injunction, in the terms of an interim injunction 
which had been previously, granted, **to be obtained on a summons to be 
issued for that purpose.” 


pl 
posed judgment, the terms of corresponded with the offer made 
By the d uo North, J., held that, after the offer which the defendants 
had made by their defence, the order could have been obtained on a sum- 


, the were 
mats tn chambers, nd Oe eee eeaty eoenned tay Lad 


ceeded by summons. In the som ee eee 
the deoiclon of Kay, J., in Cook v. Heynes (W. 1884, p. 75) 


ri that the proper mcde of making such an application was 
pe oa he attem: to distinguish London Dyeing 
on the ground that ere the consent to an application 

contained in the defence, whereas in the present case it was 


correspondence, and he —— Gas, & 6 nate Oe) 
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ae in the 
Tourn, J., held that London Steam Dyeing Co. v. Digby 
the plaintiff ‘could only have such costs as Rexhl seit 
if he had made his application 
should have allowed counsel in 
of the defendants’ solicitors in the it case oy od 
effect as the statement of defence in the former case. 
Upjohn, Soxrorrons, B, W. Haines ; Moon $ Gilks, 
DELAPARELLE v. VESTRY OF ST. MARTIN-IN-THE-FIELDS—Stirling, J., 
6th June. 
Easemaent—Lroxt—Eaurtante Owner, 
This was a motion by the plaintiff to restrain the defendants from 

















__ 546 1HE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. June 14, 1890, 








obstructing, by the erection of any building, certain 
ts at the e of his premises, No. 112, "Bt. Martin’s-lane. The 
tiff held these premises under an agreement for a lease from Mr. 
- 8. Gilbert and others, dated November 11, 1889, Mr. Gilbert himself 























tan police Piveuant to an order of the court (see R. v. Bridg 


scsee, 8: 38 W. R. 464). | The respondent was the proprietor of the afd 
Métropole, Northumberland-avenue. In the baseasent of the hotel were 
certain 


ted With fae een or generating steam wer for various pur. 
popes combortnd with the <n e furnaces by which these bellens Sank 


this and other eae Prema an agreement for a building lease 
for ty years from Lord bury (as tenant for life of a settled estate), | heated produced a large quantity of ‘ ” or vitrified ashes, The 
dated July 16, 1888. Lord Salisbury agreed to sell to the defendants, the vestry, whose duty it was under section 125 of the Metropolis 


vestry, Nos. 113, 114, and 115, St. Martin’s-lane, which they required for Act, 1855, to for “colle and removing all dirt, ashes, rubbish, 
the of a new vestry-hall, on December 20, 1887, ata price to be ice, snow, and filth ” within their refused to remove these clinkerg 
fixed. This was done on April 17, 1888 ; and on August 15, 1888, the without payment, their contention being that these ashes were produced 
Property was duly conveyed by deed, in which it was expressly stated | in the conduct of the respondent's business of a “47 = and were, 
the nin section 


conveyance was made, subject “in all respects to all such rights 

of » Water, light, and air, and other rights and easements as exist must to the vestry 4 reasonable sum for such removal, such sum in 

over the said hereditaments, or any part thereof, in favour of any lessees, | case o' pute to be settled by sve, {uatiocs. Gay v. Cadby (2 0. P. D, 

ts, or occupiers of any houses or buildings whereof the marquis is | 891, 25 W. R. Dig. 156) was cited. © respondent contended that the 

i clinkers were not refuse of a trade, but domestic refuse ; a private 

house, a lodging-house, and a hotel were all to be treated alike this 

respect. Section 128 only referred to refuse which was the direct ontome. 
of a trade or manufacture: Lyndon v. Standridge (2 H. & N. 45). 

Lord Ootzripex, 0.J., said that it was clear that sections 125 and 128 


to restrain the defendants from interfering with his alleged 

ancient relied u ress reservation of easements. 
Gennes? without cal calling conn counsel for the defendants, held that 
upon the true construction of the deeds the plaintiff failed to make 


» and unoccupied, and he could not, therefore, claim at that 
y right of light over the property he was selling to the vestry : 
¥., Anderson (10 W. R. 366) and Russell v. Harford (14 W. R. 982, 
- 507). The clause in the conveyance only subjected the pro 
and easements existing at the date of the agreement to sell. At 
Salis had no rights as against the property now 
ance to them was, therefore, free 
plai 8 D - The plaintiff 
and the motion must be refused, 
iff consenting to have this treated as the trial of 
with .-—CounsEL, Graham Hastings, Q.0., 
+ Buckley, Q.0., and P. V. Smith. Souicrrors, Wright ¢ 
ates. 
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would be granted. Wi, J., agreed. Judgment for ‘the res ndent.— 
Counszt, R. G. Glenn + Crump, Q.0., ,» and Munro, LICITORS, 
Fladgates ; Ingram, Harrison, $ Ingram. 


ECKLIN v. LITTLE—11th June. 


PracticE—AMENDMENT oF PLeapiIncs—RzErvsaL By Counszet to Amenp 
AT TRIAL—AMENDMENT AFTER Jupemunt — R. 8. O., XXVIII, 1— 
Stanper—Rererrion or DzramarTory Rumovr—Intantion op SPeaxzr, 
In this action for slander the words alleged in the statement of claim 

to have been spoken of the plaintiff the defendant were ‘‘he is a 

divorced man.” At the trial (before Po B, at the Nottin 
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Re BROWE, WALSH ». BROWSE—Stirling, J., 4th June. 


Wut — Oonsravcrioxn — Ittzcrrmate Camp pescrrep In Wirt as 
ca teeny ag Tzstator — Resrpvary LEGATEES DESCRIBED As 
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J. Brown, who died on the 27th of August, 1887, by his will appointed 
J. L. Browne one of his executors and trustees and described him‘ ces “' m 

son-in-law.” He bequeathed certam personal estate u trust for “ my 
son Stephen Brown,” with remainder to “the child or children” of 
Stephen, and certain personal estate in qual shares “to my two younger 
sons,” J. D. Brown and O. J. D. Brown, with remainder to the survivor of 
them, and devised a farm u trust for his widow for life, and after her 
death in trust for “my child or children by my said wife”’ as therein 


particular, but the offer was declined by plaintiff’s counsel. The differ- 
ence between the words and the words proved to have been used 
was ted out to the jury by the defendant's counsel and by the judge. 
The eg ae & verdict for the plaintiff, with d The defendant, in 
and thal there ‘was ‘ro foe came the words ux of the jury, and az? 
Testator devised @ farm to “my son Stephen Brown” for | #0 ronda an nndation for © Jury, 
devised that, as the words alleged in the statement of claim to have been used 
ye = = real estate to his oa not proved, the judge ought to have directed a nonsuit. For the 
trust | Plaintiff it was conten that the words proved were sufficient, and 
that no amendment was necessary, 
Tue Oovrr (Dzxman, Onarius, and Vavcuan Wuttuss, JJ.), 
Sond to amend the ee -~ Dzyman, x oat a that 
e amendment was necessary, use there was a difference between 
the two expressions, but the words 
might have been said in such a 
mee ury to think that the defendant savended by them to assert that 


manner therein directed. Testator devised oth rty 


er pr 
cir trusts m favour of “m said pag. wear) Adelaide, the wie of 
- Walsh, and her child or fldren ” as should correspond with the 


: 
' 
i 


amendment pe dong’ cna AY stage of the procoedings in order to 
enable natice fo be’ done, and “ny ei? cf the ugh at the trial the 
plaintiff's counsel had elected to ont upon Ris statement of claim, jus- 


tiff upon Re Hall, Branston v, Wegihi- amendment at the present stage. 
man (35 W. HE. 797,35 Oh. D, 551), Bagly v. Molle (l Ross, & & 1. poses yl a was no doubt that the court had power‘ to 
2DeG.M. & G. 691), Megson v. Hindle (28 W.', | amend, ought to amend under the circumstan 

), Re Humphries, Smith’ v. Millidge (21 Sorscwon} h 


) ( ’ 


ces . 
J. ¢ that the defendant was not in the least 
prejudiced by the amendment being made. As to the evidence on which 


. R. Dig. 218), and Re Horner (36 W. RB. 348 D. 695). The the jury based their verdict, he was of opinion that proof that a person 

defendants relied upon : .B. % 4 & defamatory rumour was primd facie evidence that the 
and Owen v. Bryant (2 DeG. ia tata B. 157 L. B, 6H. L 266), | Tepe repeated it intended it to be believed.—Counsm, Willen Gone 

Sri i tela taking the j t of Cotton, LJ.. in Megson y, | #04 Stanger ; Buszard, Q.0., and Stevenson. Soxtcrrors, Sayle, Oarter, ¢ 
Hindle as the statement of the Bay ory ed was such a s oba- | Simpson, for Rodgers ¢ Jessopp, Sleatord ; Clinton $ Buckby, tor Green ¢ 
bility of ithe testator’s intention to include M. A. M. Browne in the dig, | Wiliams, Nottingham. 
ee ond place) teens Se paomtefin Moe Shoat Well say He AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN GALLOP AND THE CENTRAL QUEENS. 
for every member of his family then living, that M. A Browne was LAND MEAT EXPORT 00.—9th June. 
entitled to share as one of the residuary devisees and —Covunssi, | Paactics — Ansrrnation — Morton to Ser asiwes Awanp — Time or 
vine ~~ wi ares vy (a A Whinney ; G. W. M. Dale, LICITORS, Arriication—R. 8. 0., LXIV., 14... 
PAGA 0. Doyle, ¢ p hey Pag 2 ¥ arty od § Bhai orichester; This case settled an important point of practice as to the time at which 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


next such a ade neat made and published to the parties.” 
THE VESTRY OF ST. MARTIN-IN-THE-FIELDS » GORDON—64), June, | 12 thi 21th of Febo | eye! yom my h oe the nes, 
Maxsomunnr Aor, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c, 120), ss, 125, 129— | given by the company to on the 20th of May for the 23rd of Ma: 
Removar or Asuss—Horsi— Revusg op 4 Txapz, Manvvactvrz, ox which was the last day of the Sittings. The motion was not in the 
Busiszse . paper for hearing during the Easter On the motion coming on 
This was the argument of a case stated by Sir John Bridge, & metropoli- 
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motion was too late, as giving no o ity for the motion to be heard 
in the sittings next after the award been made. On the other side it 
was contended that it was sufficient if the notice were ene during the 
sittings following the award, and that the date of the hearing was im- 
material. Smith v. The Parkside Mining Co. (6 Q. B. D. 67), and Re Cor- 
poraticn of Huddersfield and Jacomb (L. R. 10 Ch. 92) were cited. 

Denman, J., was of opinion that where notice of motion was given under 
ord. 64, r. 14, the notice was the application, and that the ratio decidendi 
of the cases cited applied. It was true that ord. 52, r. 1, said that where 
any application was authorized to be made to the court or a judge, snch 
application, if made to a divisional court or to a judge in court, should be 
made by motion, but that did not mean that the application and the 
motion were for all purposes the same thing. A notice under ord. 64, r. 
14, was a sufficient application for the — of launching the proceed- 
ings. The step for setting aside an award been taken in time if taken 
before the last day of the sittings next after the award had been made. It 


would be possible to extend the time under ord. 64, r. 7, but that was : 


unnecessary in the present case, for the application was in time. Cxanruzs, 


J., concurred. 
The motion was then heard on the merits, and the case was remitted 
to the arbitrators.—Counsz, Pollard; Vennell. Sourcrrons, Freshfield § 


Williams ; H. C. Baker. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 


Fe parte S0OTT, Re SCOTT & MITCHELL—Q. B. Div., 7th June. 


Banxruproy — Costs— Deposrr on Appzat—Sxzcurrry ror Oosts oF 
Arrzat—Ricut To Return or Dzposrt—Banxnvurtcy Ruugs, 1886, x. 


131 

An important question was raised in this case as to costs. The case was 
an application by the wife of one of the bankrupts for an order that the 
sum oF £20 which had been paid into court as security for the costs of an 
appeal might be paid ovt to her, all the costs occasioned by the said 
appeal having been paid. The bankruptcy took place in the Dorsetshire 
County Court, and in August, 1889, a motion was made in that court by 
the trustee for a declaration that —_ a which was claimed by 
Mrs. Scott as her separate property in er to the bankrupt, 
and was divisible amongst his creditors. motion was allowed with 
costs, which were taxed at £10 3s. 6d. Without paying these costs, an 
appeal was brought by Mrs. Scott from the decision of the county court 
judge, for which purpose she was required to deposit a sum of £20 as 
security for ihe costs of such appeal in accordance with rule 131 of the 
Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, which provides that ‘at or before the time of 
en’ an appeal, the party intending to appeal shall lodge in the High 
Court the sum of twenty pounds to satisfy, in so far as the same may 
extend, any costs that the appellant may be ordered to pay.” Before the 
case was heard, however, it was discovered that, altho the bankru 
was a small ey ge the appellant had omitted to get leave to appeal, 
which it was then too late to do, and the appeal was in consequence with- 
drawn, the costs of the trustee in relation to such appeal, amounting to 
about £4, being paid, but on an mane eet d Mrs. Scott for a return of 
the deposit, the trustee refused to.consent to pig bene on the ground 
that the £20 was not only security for the costs of the appeal, but might 
also be made security for ae oy incurred in the ptcy, and 
it was now contended on his lf that the £20 ought not to be paid over 
until the unpaid costs on the original motion in the county court had 


been satisfied. 
Oavz, J., allowed the ae for the return of the deposit. His lord- 


ship said that the sum of £20 was into court for the purpose of satis- 
fying any costs which the oppelint ht be cohen to pay. That 
money was paid into court on behalf of the appellant in pursuance of a 
rule of the court, and it must be dealt with in accordance with that rule. 
But there was no ground for saying that because the money had been paid 
into court by somebody by reason of the o' ion of the rule, therefore 
the court eed y beyond the rule and make it subject to some claim of 
the trustee which the rule did not make it subject to. The money must 
be paid out, and the trustee must pay the costs of the application, but 
liberty would be given to him to set them off if at ony pg ty 3 
other costs due to him from the applicant.—Oounsgi, Clavell Salter ; F. C. 
Willis. Soxtcrrons, F. Bradley ; Clarke, Rawlins, $ Co, 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re EEDE (a Solicitor)—O. A. No. 1, 5th June. 


Soxrcrrorn—AprriicatTion To Srrixe Soxicrror orr tHe Roris—Commirree I shall 


or tHE Oouncrt or tur Law Soorzrry—Reront—Souicrrors Act, 1888 


(51 & 52 Vicr. o. 65), ss, 12, 13. 

ima from an order of the Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, O.J., and 
Mathew, J.) striking the name of a solicitor off the rolls. A charge 
having been made t a solicitor, under section 32 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1843, of having knowingly and wilfully suffered his name to be 
made use of upon the account or for the profit of an unqualified person 
the committee of the Council of the Inco Law Society, appointed 
under section 12 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, found in their report the 
charge was proved. The Divisional Court adopted the and struck 
the name of the solicitor off the rolls. The case is re ante, p. 527, 


determined was, 
mittee of the Law 
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ment of the rule. The case 
facts, after which the ee on eee 


i 
E 
: 


go 
section 12 of the Act. 
clusion whether the case ought to be 
If they came to the conclusion — = case was made we oe ae 
an 


the court was not bound by the but must say whether it agreed 


with them. The practice 
ings of the master unless it was made clear that the findings, or any of 
them, were wrong. Thesame rule 
If the committee came to the concl that the 
out, still the complainant might bring the matter before 
ask it to come to a different conclusion. Such was the mode in which 
court would deal with the report of the committee, The next question was, 
bbe ==> by £. by Figen i in Cappo under section 32 of hor, 
tors Act, e was aiming at persons practising as solici- 
tors when not qualified, and the offence in question consisted in a solici- 


tor allowing his name to be used by an un That was the 
offence, and the question whether any was made by the unqualified 
person was immaterial. His lordship went thro the facts, and 


stated that he agreed with the findin; an ee ae with the order of 
the Divisional Court. Lixpizy and Lorzs, LJJ., concurred.—Covnss1, 
W. Willis, Q.C., and Pollard; F. W. Hollams; Candy, Q.0. Soxict- 


Tors, Burgess ¢ Cosens; E. W. Williamson; John Hepkins. 

SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
9th June—Henny Finpen Pvuiuen (lately of 2, Gresham-buildings, 
Basinghall-street, London). 








THE PERILS OF TRUSTEES. 


Unpgr this head Mr. Montague Orackanthorpe, Q.C., has an interest- 
ing article in the Contemporary Review. He says:—Few persops who 
are not lawyers fully appreciate the risks and responsibili- 
ties consequent upon becoming a trustee or executor. Both these 
effices, like marriage, are too often undertaken haste and re- 
mted of at leisure. It is said of a late brilliant member of 
, afterwards a Vice-Ohancellor, that he used to evade 
importunities of his friends by declining 

except upon two conditions—first, that no 
him in the trust; secondly, that he 
To the uninitiated these terms neon 

trust funds. Needless to state 

were simply the terms of an “old eq 
falls that lay in his road, and desired to 
It he were sole trustee not, at all 
the acts or shortcomin 
solicitor he could give 
court whenever dou 
administration. e Ti 
John Wickens cannot, 
every educated member 


the perils of trustees 

W, 
rapidly review some of 
the improvement of the present unsatisfactory things. 

one who accepts a trust and vows three things. 1. That 
he acquaint himself with contents of the trust instrument, be it 
settlement, will, or what not. 
2. That he will act in conformity with the express provisions contained 


therein. 
3. That when these are defective, he will look for light and leading to 
the general law. 
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been professionally backed up. The language of the trust instrument, how- 
ever Ao pee has only one meaning when that meaning bas been once 
ud ly ascertained. Laymen may err, counsel and solicitor may err, 
ut the court of interpretation, with power to enforce its own decrees, is, 
like Napoleon with his big battalions, ‘‘ always in the right.’’ Instead of 
acting on his own view, or that of his legal advisers, the puzzled trustee 
should have sought the opinion of the court at the expense of the trust 
estate. The annoyance and vexation he now feels at having neglected this 
ution, would in that case have been shifted from himself on to the 
eficiaries. They, in their natural anxiety to save costs, will probably 
insist that there is no obscurity at all. Let him pay no heed to them. 
Whichever way he turns, he is ina dilemma. He must be prepared either 
to incur risk, or to bear with perfect equanimity the thought of 
being dubbed a faddist or an obstuctive. 
Nor is the trustee any better off if, for lack of express direction in the 
trust instrument, he has to put himself under the guidance of the 
eral law. The general law is a sealed book to most men, although, 
y a singular fiction of jurisprudence, all are supposed to be familiar with 
it. The law of trusts, in particular, is practically inaccessible to the lay- 
man. It is not to be found in any written code. It is buried in a vast 
storehouse of authorities where the chaff is largely intermixed with the 
wheat. The separation between the two is often made for the first time 
on the threshing-floor of the courts by the exertions of contending 
counsel in the presence of her Majesty’s judges. Indeed, the judges 
seem to be the only persons for whom this fiction of imputed knowledge 
does not hold good ; and in this respect they enjoy advantages denied to 
the rest of mankind. They have the best assistance the country can 
afford them to prevent their going wrong, and, but that there are courts of 
appeal (which do not, by the way, always agree among themselves), they 
might, one and all, be thought to be infallible. Private persons 
are in a very different plight. They are easily led astray, being 
thrown entirely on their own resources, and when they err they 
must take the consequences, ‘I have no doubt,” said Lord 
Redesdale, Lord Chancellor of Ireland and a master of his craft, ‘‘ that 
these executors meant to act fairly and honestly, but they were mis- 
advised, and the court must proceed, not on the improper advice under 
which an executor may have acted, but upon the acts he has done. If 
under the best advice he could procure he acts wrong, it is his misfortune ; 
but public policy requires that he should be the person to suffer.” In 
these days of Hyde Park demonstrations a procession might be formed of 
the victims of this species of judicial ruling, and of their impoverished 
families, int rsed with banners bearing the old tragic motto, udéos 
#d0¢.—wisdom by suffering. Perhaps Mr. Monro might be induced, for 
this occasion only, to allow it to pass along the Strand, and to halt ia 
front of the Royal Courts. 


Mr. Orackanthorpe then proceeds to examine some incidents taken from 
actual lifein which trustees, although morally innocent, have been held to 
be legally liable, and after discussing other liabilities of trustees, says :— 
Two forms of remedy have been proposed. One, the formation of trust 
companies, which shall undertake trusteeship and executorship as part of 
their ordinary business. Of course, they will only do so for gain, as 
compan‘es are not formed, or conducted, on philanthropic principles. The 

o will usually be measured by a percentage of the income or capital of 
funds administered. Projects of this kind were first started in this 
country in 1854, when two Bills were introduced into Parliament empower- 
ing two companies named in them to undertake trusts. This system has 
not yet taken root amongst us. It is, however, in operation in our 
Australian colonies. A company called ‘‘The Victoria Trustees and 
Executors Agency, Limited,” the name of which explains itself, was formed 
in Victoria in 1879 ; and a second company having the same object, and 
known as ‘‘ The Union Trustees Executors and Administrators Company, 
Limited,’’ was started in the same colony in1885. Similar companies exist 
in the United States. In 1887, Lord Hobhouse introduced a Bill into the 
House of Lords entitled, ‘‘ A Bill to enable Incorporated Companies to act 
as Executors, Administrators, and Trustees, and in other Fiduciary 
Oapacities.”’ It empowers any company, if authorized by its memo- 
randum of association to accept such trusts, to obtain probates of 
wills and letters of administration, and also to become a trustee of any 
real or personal property, either alone or jointly, with any other trustee, 
ded it has a subscribed capital of at least £100,000, of which at 
£50,000 shall be paid up or deposited by the company in the High 
Court. This deposit is liable to be increased by direction of the Board of 
Trade, on the application of any persons interested in the trust. No 
statu limit is imposed on the charges to be made by the company for 
the work done, but a statement of the scale of charges is required to be 
inserted in the articles of association ; and this scale is, in each case, to 
be approved by the Board of Trade. Lord Hobhouse’s Bill, which, in his 
absence, was backed this year by Lord Herschell, has passed the House of 
Lords more than once, but it has not yet been read a second time in the 
House of Commons. The serious objection to it is that in all these trust 
companies there must inevitably be a direct conflict of duties. The com- 
pany ought, in the interest of its shareholders, to make as much profit as 
possible, while, in the interest of those for whom it acts as trustee, it 
ought to keep the expenses of administration, which are the sources of 
those profits, within the narrowest limits. One of the Australian 
trust companies is said to be making as much as 40 per cent. by 
charging the trust estate 2} cent. Again, as the company will 
know nothing about the beneficiaries, it wil! require everything to be 
strictly proved, and applications to the court for directions will be much 
more frequent than in the case of private trustees, The smaller estates, 
which are often the most troublesome, will thus be in danger of 


the point he made both in the Lord’s Committee and on the third 
read namely, that the business of trust companies should not be con- 
fined by law to trusts, but should comprise other business of a remunera- 
tive character. The effect of this extension would be to embark trust 
funds in speculations over which the beneficiaries would have no control, 
and unless the doctrine of average were introduced, and the trust 
— were (as the phrase goes) ‘‘ pooled,” it might lead to grave 
sasters. 

The other remedy, which has aleo found favour in the colonies, particu - 
larly in New Zealand, is the creation of an officer of State, called 
the ‘‘Pablic Trustee,’’ with a department over which he presides 
called ‘The Public Trust Office.” The New Zealand Act, which was 
passed in 1872, empowers every private person, corporation, or 
friendly society, and also (as amended in 1875) every executor or 
trustee, to place any propery belonging to him, or within his control, 
under the care of this public department, by vesting such property 
in the public trustee, to be held by him upon the trusts specified in 
the trust instrument. The public trustee, however, is not bound to 
accept any trust until its acceptance has been sanctioned by a board of 
advice specially constituted for that purpose by the Act, and also, in 
certain cases, further approved of by a judge’s order. Another provision 
is, that no trust instrument is to be accepted by the public trustee in 
which any other person is appointed to act with him. The adminis- 
tration, therefore, is, in every case, wholly of an official character. Based 
on the lines of this Act, Pabiic Trustee Bills were introduced into our own 
House of Commons in 1887, and again in 1889, by Mr. Howard Vincent 
and others. But in each case the order for the second reading was dis- 
charged, it being obvious that a measure of such importance could only 
make its way under the direct auspices of the Government. 

The present Administration has not been slow to take up the glove thus 
thrown down toit. Last year the Lord Chancellor introduced a Public 
Trustee Bill of his own, and piloted it through the House of Lords. This 
year he has introduced it again; it has again passed the Upper House, 
and is very shortly to be considered in detail by a committee of the House 
of Commons. Unlike any of its predecessors, this Bill allows the 
public trustee, who is, of course, a corporation with perpetual 
succession, or, to use the legal phrase, a corporation sole, to 
act as trustee jointly with a private trustee, or private trus- 
tees. It thus delivers us from the web of officialism which Mr. 
Vincent and his friends would weave around us. The trust estate is to be 
indemnified out of the Consolidated Fund against any loss arising out of 
any fraud or negligence of the public trustee, or his officers, and his 
salary and — are to be recouped to the Public Treasury by a per- 
centage levied on the income, or capital of the trust property. 

7 ‘ad * . * - 


The debatable point is this. Can the wg an oeng of the trust be con- 
veniently left to the public trustee, whether he has, or has not, a private 
person associated along with him? If the eo trustee has to manage, 
or concur in managing, the estate, there is the same objection on the 
score of expense as has been already urged against trust companies. If 
his co-trustee is to e without him, and he himself is to take no 

art, his presence in the trust is delusive, and is likely to mislead the 

meficiaries. The opinion of the present writer is, that, upon the 
balance of convenience and inconvenience, it would be better not to 
interfere with the private management of trusts, but simply to lighten 
the responsibilities of m ent by easing the burden of the law 
wherever it bears with undue weight upon innocent shoulders. The 
management of the trust and the legal control of the trust property are 
entirely distinct things, and do not necessarily unite in the same persons. 
This fact is acknow! ged by Lord Halsbury’s Bill, which provides that if 
the trust instrument directs that any specified power shall not be exer- 
cised by the public trustee, such direction shall have effect given to it, 
but that he shall apiece at his co-trustee’s request, concur 
with them in all acts necessary to insure its exercise on their part, unless, 
indeed, such request should amount to an invitation to assist in a breach 
of trust. After amp sain Sa in detail that in divers ways much has been 
done of late years to relieve those who gratuitously undertake the thank- 
less task of iorning after the affairs of others, partly by the action of 
the courts and partly by the Legislature, Mr. Crackanthorpe concludes 
that, ‘for the rest, we may be content, as I venture to think—and I 
believe that this is also the view of the majority of both branches of the 
legal profession—with a much more modest instalment of officialism than 
is tara by the Lord Chancellor’s Bill. It will suffice for the present 
to tute a public trustee in whom, as in the case of the lands and 
funds of charities, the trust property may be solely vested, leaving its 
management, as heretofore, to private individuals selected for that purpose 
by the author of the trust, or those that fill the chair which time has 
called upon him to vacate.”’ 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The ueual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. H. O. Beddos (Hereford), W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten 
Cotton, G. Burrow Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), H. W. Hooper 
(Exeter), J. H. Kays, R. Pennington, R. W. Tweedie, Frederic T. Wool- 
bert, and J. T. Scott ( ). A sum of £210 was distributed in 





swallowed up in costs. eo —— will be still further inc 
if Lord Herschell should, by his friends in the House of Commons, carry 


grants of relief, twenty new members were admitted to the association, 


June 14, 1890. 
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and other general business was transacted. It is hoped that there will be 
a large attendance of solicitors at the thirtieth anniversary festival of the 
tion on Monday, June 23, when Sir William James Farrer will 
preside. Donations to the Festival Fund are invited by the chairman and 
stewards of the festival, or may be forwarded direct to the secretary. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the annual general court held on the 29th ult. a motion was made 
by Mr. Olabon that at each general court in May a chairman should be 

pointed who should take the chair at all meetings of the association and 
o the directors until the general court to be held in the following May, 
or until another chairman should be appointed. The motion was seconded 
by Mr. OCollisson, and carried. It was then moved by Mr. Clabon, 
seconded by Mr. Oronin, and carried, that Mr. Sidney Smith (senior 
treasurer) should be appointed chairman for the year ending May, 1891. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RECENT STUDENTS’ CASES, 
ConveYANCING AND Equity. 

Jounson v. WiLD (an/e, p. 348).—A mortgagee by assignment of part 
of the property comprised in a lease who has paid the landlord the whole 
rent under threat of distress, cannot claim any contribution from a 
mortgagee by underlease of another part. 

Lister & Oo. v. Srupzs (ante, p. 456).—Although an agent who has 
received secret commissions from vendors on orders given on principal’s 
behalf is liable to account for the commissions in an action for money had 
and received, yet the principal cannot follow the money so received into 
investments made by the agent. 

Ooox v. Wuetiocx (ante, p. 454).—Neither mere poverty nor bank- 
tuptcy are sufficient ground for ordering security for the costs of an 
action to be given. 

Lawrence v. Horton (ante, p. 454).—A mandatory injunction may 
be granted for the removal of a building which obstructs ancient lights, 
although the building has been — before issue of the writ. 

T'uynnz v. Suove (ante, p. 505).—The purchaser of the will can use 
the old name provided he does not expose the vendor to liability through 
the doctrine of holding out. 

Re Battarp (88 L. T. 379).—An administration order operates in favour 
of the estate so as to prevent a set-off against a creditor’s demand 
becoming statute-barred. 

Simmons v. Lonpon Jornt Stock Banx (25 L. J. N. 0. 43, ante, p. 328).— 
On a stockbroker depositing bonds payable to bearer with a bank to secure 
a loan to himself, there is a duty cast on the bank to make enquiry if 
the bonds belong to the broker or a client. 

Gerrritu v. Pounp (25 L. J. N. C. 66).—An order for foreclosure cannot 
be made unless all persons interested in the equity of redemption are 
made parties to the action. 

Re Kensuaw (ante, p. 456).—A married woman whose separate estate is 
subject to a restraint on anticipation, can be ordered to give security for 
costs on appealing. 

CocHRANE v. ENTWISTLE (ante, p. 471).—A bill of sale which, as security 
for the repayment of money in addition to personal chattels, assigns 
“tenant right, &c., and interest of the mortgagor in the farm,” is void 
under section 9 of the 1882 Act. 

Van Ge.pgr, Apsmmon & Co. v. Sowgrpy Baines. Fuiovur Sociery (ante, 

. 488).—A mortgagor of a patent may sue infringers thereof without 
ules the mortgagees. (0. A.) 


Common Law, Bankruptcy. 


Re Herzratu and Detmar (ante, p. 399).—A ag ome prove under 
section 37 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, against the debtor’s estate before 
he has been called upon to pay on his becoming liable to be called upon. 

Congn v. Mrronett (25 L. J. N. OC. 69).—Until a trustee intervenes, all 
transactions by a bankrupt after his bankruptcy with any person dealing 
with him ond fide and for value with respect to his after-acquired property 
are valid as against the trustee. 

Henperson v. THorn, &o. (25 L. J. N. O. 60).—A third party brought 
in under order 16 cannot bring in a fourth party. 

Bauiau & Sons v. Jouy, Vieronta & Oo. (ante, 486).—A “‘ deviation ” in 
a — deprives the shipowner of the benefit of all those stipulations in 
the bill of lading which limit his liability. 

Jay v. Roprnson (ante, p. 486).—A restraint on antici; 
property settled by a married woman on her second 
Soulast debts contracted during her first marriage. 


Crimes, Pronats, Drvorce, &e. 

Reaa v. Evans (25 L. J. N. 0. 47).—It is not good ground for ad- 
journing the hearing of a summons in criminal p: for libel that 
civil proceedings are pending between the accused and other persons with 
whom parties in the case are concerned. 

Kennepy ». Kennepy & Scuuncu (25 L. J. N. O. 68).—Deception as to 
ante-nuptial incontinence is a reasonable excuse for a husband for 

ting himself from his wife. 
G. v. Sonomons (ante, p. 490).—Obtaining money by the “ purse 
trick ’’ amounts to false pretences, not larceny. 

ended pe (25 L. J. N. O. ioe a ie ¢ aot =* 
prosecutor not appearing on a summons for an assa no a 
action for the same assault. 


annexed to 
is inoperative 





Dz Lossy v. Dz Lossy (38 W. RB. 511).—For non- of 


maintenance due under an order of the Divorce the course 


proper 
is to issue execution under the order, not to apply for attachment. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 
Trinity Examination, 1890. 


Genzrat Exammation or Srupznts or THE Inns or Oourr, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 15th, 16th, 19th, 20th, 21st, and 22nd of May, 1890. 

The Oouncil of Legal Education have awarded to Charles Maturin, Esq., 
of Gray’s-inn, a studentship in J ence and Roman Law of one 
hundred guineas, to continue for a period of two years; to Morgan Owen 
Evans, of Lincoln’s-inn, and Song Ong Siang, of the Middle Temple, 
Eeqs , studentships in Jurisprudence and Roman Law of one h 


guineas for one year. 
The Council awarded to William Henry Oromie, of Gray’s-inn, Esq., 


the Barstow Law Scho " 

The Council also awarded to the following students certificates that 
they have satisfactorily passed a public examination:—George Glover 
Alexander, Thomas Lovel Atkinson, James Salisbury Frederick Bacon, 
Reginald Bence-Jones, Arthur Percival Buller, Benjamin William 
Campion, Frederick Morgan De Saram, Mark William Dixon, Norris 
Tildasley Foster, Paul Mortimer Francke, Maxwell Hall, Alfred Hardie, 
Frederic Graham Hughes, Stamford Hutton, Kizhakeapat Palat Krishna- 
Menon, Henry Ludlow Lopes, Louis Mieville, Pundit Uma Sankar Misra, 
George Russell Northcote, Joseph Robinson Orford, Pelham Rawstorn 
Papillon, Gilbert Marshall Prior, Charles Arthur Rhodes, Richard Edward 
Lloyd Richards, Charles Thomas Young Robson, George Walter Scott, 
William Fleetwood Sheppard, Daniel Stephens, William Sharpe Stretton, 
Edward Murray Sturges, and Archi Watson Wa' of the Inner 
Temple; Ernest Frederick Abbott, John Evelyn Ansell, y Ooomer 
Banerjee, Charles a Clark, Raghu Nath Das Garge, J dra Nath 
Das Gupta, Charles Edward Dyer, Henry ig Gollan, Alfred 
Law, James Crawford Ledlie, Trevor Fitzroy Lloyd, James Ritchie Macoun, 
Malawa Ram Mehta, Montagu Horatio M: Turtle Pigott, David Trevor 
Roberts, Arthur Rutherford, Frederic W Sherwood, Herbert Guy 
Snowden, Walter Solomon Webber, Herbert Wykeham W: , Cecil 
Grenville. Wilbraham, and Hugh Wright, of the dle Temple ; Albert 
Charles Clauson, Charles le Nelson, Gilbert Kenelm Treffry Purcell, 
Henry Sutherland Romer, Gerald James Thorne Seckham, George 
Frederick Warner, and Donald Forteecue Wilbraham, of Lincoln’s-inn ; 
and James Richard Atkin, William Hi Cromie, Charles Edward Ernest 
Damian, Charnock Richards, W: Richard Vale, James Anstey 
Wild, and Sydney Gower W: of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 

The following students a sati examination in Roman 
law :—Rowland Allen, Kofi Asaam, Alexander gwall Bateson, Daniel 
Ohamier, John Correia, William Alexander Forbes, Selwyn Howe Fre- 
mantle, Archibald Robertson Gloag, William Henry Grenfell, 
Harrison, Thomas Edmett Haydon, John Goring Johnston, Edwin - 

Mad Alexander Dick 


Charl 
, Thomas Henning Parr, Arthur 
Leycester Penrhyn, ps, Frank Oollins Richardson, 
Rowland Rowlands, John Ryan, Lewis Amhurst Selby-Bigge, Frederick 
Cuthbert Smith, Theodore Van Laun, and Graham Lionel John 
Wilson, of the Inner Temple ; Robert Foorman Cook, Greenidge Elliott, 
George Langford Gibson, Henry Pryce Hamer, George Rutland Howat, 
Edward Olarence Jackman, Mencherji Kharsedji Lalkaka, Maurice Twis- 
den La Thangue, James Fowler McArthur, Josiah Kippin Mackay, 
Richard Cowdy Maxwell, Rafiuddin Ahmed Moulvi, John Pinto, 
Percy Musgrave Oresswell Sheriff, Lindsey Smith, Edmund Fearnley 
Tanner, George Mitchell baieney S and Archer Moresby White, of the 


Minns, 
Spencer Scott, Kenneth Forbes Wood, and Robert Horton 'Vertion 
ragge, of Lincoln’s-inn ; and George Eugene Yarrow, of Grays-inn, 
Esqs. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
MAYOR'S COURT, LONDON. 
Fes anp Oosts, 1890. 


in 

ceding the day fixed for taxation. 
3. Notice of taxing to be posted ] Notice of taxa’ 
pele, provided that Ws $5 peated 88 Vane SEE ES ircclag of the t is 
in due course of post before 6 o'clock in the evening of the day 
preceding the day fixed for taxation. : : 
4. Where party dissatisfied to make objections in writing.] Any party who 
be dissatisfied with the allowance or disallowance by the Registrar 
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and forthwith deliver to the Registrar an objection in writing to such 
allowance or disallowance, specifying therein by a list in a short and 
concise form the items or parts thereof objected to, and the grounds and 
reasons for such objection, and may thereupon apply to the Registrar to 
review the taxation in respect of the same. 

5. Review of taxation upon objections.) Upon such application the 

reconsider and review his taxation upon such objection, 

he may, if he shall think fit, receive further evidence in respect 

thereof, Pe if so required by either party, he shall state, either in his 

Certificate of Taxation or allocatur, or by reference to such objection, the 

grounds and reasons of his decision thereon, and any special facts or 
circumstances relating thereto. 

6. Where separate judgments against defendants.| Where two or more 

are joined and Judgment is given separately against each with 
costa, unless the Judge shall otherwise order, the costs shall be appor- 
tioned according to the respective amounts of each judgment. 

1. Porusals.| The fee for perusals chall not be allowed where the same 
Solicitor is acting for both parties. 

8. Attendance on Regisirar.] The charge for more than one attendance 
at the Office of the Oourt on applications which should be made at the 
same time shall not be allowed, unless the Registrar on taxation is satisfied 
attendance was necessary. 

9. Certificate for higher scale on counter-claim.] Where a Defendant fails 
to establish his counter-claim, he may be ordered to pay to the Plaintiff 
costs on any such scale in the Schedules hereto annexed as the Judge may 
think just, and where he succeeds in establishing his counter-claim the 
Plaintiff may be ordered to pay to him costs on such scale as the Judge 
may think just. 

10. Discretionary fees and allowances.| All fees or allowances which are 

shall, unless otherwise provided, be allowed at the discretion 
of the Registrar on taxation, who, in the exercise of such discretion, shall 
take into consideration the other fees and allowances to the Solicitor and 
Counsel, if any, in respect of the work to which any such allowance 
pplies, the nature and importance of the Action or matter, the amount 
wolved, the interest of the parties, the fund or persons to bear the costs 
the mary ag and all other circumstances. 
Il. Voucher for Counsel's fee.| No fee to Counsel shall be allowed on 
taxation unless vouched by his signature. 

12. Counsel's fees.| In general one Counsel only will be allowed, but in 
questions cf importance and difficulty, where the amount recovered is £50 
and upwards, two Counsel may be allowed in the discretion of the taxing 

13. Cert 


x é Sor Costs on higher seale.| It shall be in the power of a 
Judge of the Court to award costs on a higher scale to the Plaintiff on any 
amount recovered, however small, or to the Defendant who successfully 
defends an Action brought for any amount, however small, provided the 
said J certify that the Action involved some novel or difficult point of 
law, or the question litigated was of importance to some class or body 
of persons, or of general or public interest. 

14. Interpretation of word ‘‘ recovered.’”| Where the costs of a Defendant 
are being taxed, the word “‘ recovered,’’ wherever it occurs in the scale, 
means ‘‘ claimed.” 

‘ 15. 


F 


RES 


Interpretation of words ‘* subject matter” in interpleader.] The 
ect matter” in an interpleader proceeding shall mean—(l) in the 
of a Claimant, the amount of the value of the goods, his claim to 
is allowed, plus the amount of the damage (if any) adjudged; 
the case of an execution creditor, the amount of the value of the 
seized, plus the amount of the damage claimed; and (3) in the case 
a Serjeant-at-Mace, the amount of the damages claimed. 
6. Commencement.| These Rules and Sched hereto annexed shall 
come into operation on and from the Ist day of July, 1890. 
Signed by me this twelfth day of March, 1890. 
(Signed) Txomas Onamezns, 
Approved the 7th day of May, 1890. 
(Signed) Hatssvry, O. 
Corzniner, L.0.J. 
Esuer, M.R. 
Naru. Linpuzy, LJ. 
Epw. Fry, LJ 


SCHEDULE A. 
Tasiz or Fezs. 
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Under £10and £20and 
£10, under £29, above. 


£8.4.£ 8. d.£ gd. 


1 On issuing a Plaint for commencement of 
action ned ove nee - 04004 60 50 
2 Issuing Writ of Ejectment ose 5s. 
3 On issuing a Duplicate Action... - 006006010 
. nape y heater —— 
avit... ow © 10 0 10-6 FO 
6 Wil. Atiaeri for substituted service o 
including swearing éie wo = 010010 
6 Order ... ose oe ae « O30 030600 30 
7 Filing every Affidavit, except as above men- 
tioned... ovo oes née - 0100100410 
8 Swearing Affidavit where not filed wo 01001090 186 
9 On Orders for time to declare, plead, reply, for 
particulars of demand or set off or Count r- 
claim, for discovery of Documents or Inter- 
ories, or for any other purpose except 
twise sct out oes te - 0100100 20 
10 Orders for Attachment of Debts ... - 0109010 0 20 





7 9 “y pane aves a eaminatl n, 
12 On every quiry, ion 
or other special matter referred to the 
Registrar, per hour es ape ose 
13 En Gause for trial ... ove bes 
14 Setting down Demurrer ... “is eee 
15 On issuing Subpoona or Order for Attendance 
of Witness, not exceeding three persons, or 
issuing aneone duces tecum nf re 
16 wiiarolnn tases or Demurrer ... oe 
17 Withdra Record before day of trial ... 
18 tr Pde Leper on day of trial ... 
19 Ju ent by default of appearance ose 
20 Judgment for want of or withdrawal of plea 
21 Every other Judgment, whether interlocu- 
22 Tating Costs, excepting after Verdict or 
Judgment after trial... ose oes 
23 Taxing Oosts after trial ... ose eee 
24 On marking Cause a Remanet.... ob 
25 On entering an ap ce for each person... 
26 On issuing every Judgment Summons oe 
27 On issuing a Ju ¢ Summons on a Judg- 
ment or Order of the High Court... aah 
28 Order on Judgment Summons for paymert... 
29 On every Order for Oommittal, including 
filing Affidavit ... ae oss ae 
30 For every Certificate of Action, Judgment or 
other proceeding eee oes na 
31 For every search for any Document or pro- 
ceeding, for each year ... ake bes 
82 Office Copies of Documents 4d. per folio. 
33 On Interpleader Order Nisi eee Si 
84 On Interpleader Order Absolute ... 
35 Payment of Money in and out of Court 
36 For making a Return to Certiorari ae 
87 Grant of a Certificate of a Judgment under 
Inferior Oourts Judgment Extension Act, 
1882 ... ove oy vine ioe 
38 For Certificate and Affidavit for removal of 
Judgment or Order to High Court for pur- 
of execution coo toe ase 
39 Precept to County Court for execution under 
—- and Local Oourts of Record Act, 
1872 ... oe ove os $e 
40 Issuing Writ of FiFa_... eos 
41 Issuing Writ of Possession ade 


42 Filing Aporentice Petitions 2s. 
43 Summons thereon «st on 6d. 
44 Judgment oe ose de 1s. 
45 Filing Bill in Equit ve rae 5s. 
46 Summons to Defendant oe sss 2s. 
47 Duplicate Summons, for each Defendant 

where more than one ... oes Is. 
48 Filing answer to Bill es eas 5s. 
49 On issuing Injunction... ea 5s. 
50 On Decree gee — oid 5s. 
51 All collateral matters in Equity, same as 


ordinary Action. 

52 On affixing the Seal of the court to any 
document in respect of which a fee is not 
otherwise ed one vo se 

53 Certificate of signature of Lord Mayor as 
Judge of the Court, on documents going 


abroad ina ose sad 8. 
54 Issuing Commission for examination of Wit- 
nesses abroad, including settling interroga- 
tories, ifany ... tee “a *S 
55 On taxing every account under Section 4 of 
the Parliamentary Elections (Returning 
Officers) Act, 1875, where the amount of the 
account to be taxed does notexceed £50...10s, 
56 Where such amount exceeds £50, for every 
£50, or fractional part of £50, an additional 
fee of ... oe obs eee 108. 
57 Court fees on trial of Action, including 


am Bae me Jury fees . ose eo 
‘ee On 1 Special Jury ... ove 
59 Fee on reducing . oa oon 
61 To Special Fu &1 1s. each - 
‘o urymen 8. . 
62 Court Fee where Special Jury : 
63 Where Jury retire jae ma * 
64 Warrant upon leaving execution ... . 
65 Levy on execution ove see 


66 Executing Writ of Possession _... oe 
67 Commitment Warrant... its ose 
68 Where out of jurisdiction, 1s. per mile extra. 


69 Retaining possession, per day, when required 
70 Calling atase 
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71 a in a 

72 Duplicate 

73 Out of Jurisdiction, 1s, per mile extra. 
SOHEDULE B. 


BE 


The followin 
ia ge hea 
party as 


tors in Actions 
een Solicitor and. Client, 


Costs only (exclusive of Court Fees) shall be allowed to 
and matters as well between party and 


where the amount recovered 


vere a 8 and ie is under £10, where the same are settled otherwise than 
by a verdict or Certificate or Award of an Arbitrator, in which cases 
none beyond County Court Costs shall be allowed. 


& s. d. 
ee Beiies beiew> Action se ods ove oo 0 30 
Instructions to ove eee 0 30 
ing and 5 Plaint, Declaration, an d Particulars of 
. or other ceding not being a jolnder of lus 
only, incl en - 0 30 
For service of any P: 0 26 
For Affidavit of ae or substituted service of an any action 

tending ts eign Judgment filing... 0 34 
Attending to J ; 0 * 4 

N.B.—51 & 52 Vict. c. 43, s. 117.—‘* Whera Action shall be 
brought in any other “Court than the ae, which could 


recover from the Defendant a greater amount 
would ha 
County Oourt.”’ 


The peents Conta wo A pene of Court Fees) shall be allowed to 
matters as well between party and party 
between Solicitor and Olient, where the amount recovered is £10 an 


Soliciters in Actions 
upwards. 


Under £20 
£a.d. £ a. 


je Particulars, Summonses, go Notices. 
and vrais, Plain 
aa 


a or other ceeding” not wate a joinder 
off issue “ype Gdeling equating 


Or, fi 
and Drawing Bill or Answer and 
oO pleadings in ey: anerin aan 
Proper folio ... 


4 pat» ad test to Witness, ‘including attend- 
ing to seal 
5 — duces teoum na iu ene 


a... folio... 
6 writs Ejectmen! x. 68. 8d. 
7 Writ of Fi Fa or a Writ to enforce any 


Judgment or Order ees 
8 Precept to Oounty Court for purpose of 


— under 35 and 36 Vict. c. 86, 
9 Any Writ not included in above ... ee 


Notices, 
10 Preparing Notice to produce or admit, or to 
admit facts or to inspect, and one ty Be 


11 If special or necessarily a 
-_ as the AB 5: shall think proper, 
lo 


12 For P _Breperng PNotice of Motion to the 


coae ee file ote 
1s Tf exceeding Be send near, includ- 
ing copy 
14 For preparin Notice of any application in 
Chambers te Judge or Registrar, demand 
of any pleading or Notice to Tax 
15 Notice? ‘pheeneeeremes Plaintiff to bring in 


Record 
16 Notice of Order of Committal, including 
Service 


Services. 
17 Service of a Plaint Summons, Notice or 


Document, required sabuls ee vabe tot 
erred personally, including copy ¥ 
18 If at a ce of more than two 
pol ag tm ye ne Mey ~{ 
e ere 
but not to exceed ten miles 


——- of Judgment Summons, ‘including 


copy es 

20 Like of Order to Pay, inoludin, 
21 Where, in consequence of the 
party to be served, it is proper to effect 
such service through an J Agent for corres- 


22 substituted service ordered, either in 
or out of jurisdiction, in addition, to ine 


ce of the 
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ve been allowed if the Action had been brought in a 
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27 To sue, or defend, or to demur, or to file a 


Bill in equity, answer, or to or 
ee i eibemadinns os 
or a “ne ain 
28 To proceed oe eos ose aoe 
29 For Counter-claim 


30 a for the examination of a 
31 For Affidavit in answer to interrogatories or 
Affidavits 


$2 For Briat on trial of Aciion, or ou Arbitrs: 
tthe glstrar may thin A, having regard 
the circumstances of the case, not 

33 = a NE 
of dat Wan dione ok oo on 


taxation 
If excooding six folios, for each adaitional 
34 If s oF 


40 8 
‘clio 
41 ie, Anwenn, ‘and other "pleadings in 
wo : 
seo oh ale hearing of 
Counsel employed, iniding ST [aa 
and 
incl 
44 Brief on any or Motion in Court, 
a eee 
Sodwe Semen 
ds Tatermngeinees oe Anewem thesstn, tcinding 


45 sete Documents, ‘or any other special 
Ree 


47 ers: of service out of Jurisdiction 
48 Affidavit of service of 


, attending to be sworn, oath 
49 Affidavit of Service of Notice of Committal, 
—_ attending to be sworn, 


50 Accounts, 
8 Se ee 
ing fair copy to leave, per folio . ews 
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51 Bill of Costs for taxation, including copy for 
a folio a 

52 In default of appearance or plea, fixed charge 

53 Affidavit of increase, drawing and engross- 
ing, and 9 - demanded ds 

54 : by Defendant, if Action issued by 
authority and service thereof on Plaintiff's 
Solicitor 

55 Commiseion for the Examination of Wit- 
nesses abroad, including engrossing, per 


folio 

56 Bond for security of Costs, including engrose- 
ing, per folio ... 

Copies. 

57 Of Documents to accompany Brief, and 
where no provision is made herein that the 
fee for g or drawing any document 
is to incl copies thereof, for each copy 
the Registrar may consider Pasar a 


folio 
58 Declaration vod delivery aed ae 
Or, per folio . 
59 Copy Order to ecrve out of Jurisdiction 
60 Record of Trial, per folio ae 
61 Copy Points in ome, per ‘folio ... 


Perusals. 


62 Of Pleadings, Particulars of Olaim or 
Counterclaim, further particulars delivered 
under order by the Solicitor of the tat to 
whom the same are delivered... 

63 Of Interrogatories by the Solicitor of the 
=, by whom the same are to be an- 


‘folio ... 
64 = Or pe to produce and admit, or to admit 
by the Solicitor of the party 
mee 
65 Of affidavit in answer to Interrogatories by 
the — of the party interrogating, 


6 of oth oer ssa ot who te ‘the solicitor of 
a whom the same can be 
read, per folio . sel 
Attendances. 
67 To enter Action or file Bill, rinse: in- 
cluding filling up precipe 
appearance 

= gan of next fi Siena or ‘uma 
in name, inc and ser- 

vice of order peed 
To deliver any Declaration, Pies or Counter- 
claim, further particulars, answer to inter- 
rogatories, admission of facts, Affidavit of 


documents 
71 To inepect, oF produce for inspection, docu- 
ments pursuant to a notice to admit, or 
parment to any order or notice under 


g does not rcside or 
lace 


motion, not 
73 To orl or give - necessary ‘or proper 


74 On ya examination of a Witness under any 


Order or Commission, per hour ... 
75 On deponentes being pd or by 4 Solicitor 
or his Clerk to be sworn to an Affidavit in 
answer = © interrogatories or other epecial 


76 Son i San Semmons or Proceeding 


st Sp ek ae ae Demis tee trial ‘ 
tig oy Verdict, atone ome on 
79 
yy ta la the Registrar, or 
> « upon the 
the Berjeant-at- 
gs not 
the Begistrar 


wamy deem 
6s Naclating rich ged Siry 
% ene « on “".., by 
oppoite party, it becomes to 
whviae o7 reeAve tmeteuctions from » Chont 
ia the yrogices of an action o1 matter, lor 


0 
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6 
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3 0 


10 
10 
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0 j 


each attendance the Registrar may deem 


necessary 
83 Upon Defendant on terms of settlement, 
including drawing consent a es 
84 On Counsel with brief k saa 
85 If Oounsel’s fee exceeds one guinea 
86 To appoint conference or consultation 
87 Attending thereon oes 
88 To search if cause in paper, per sitting sa. 4 
89 At Court on trial or Argument of Demurrer } 
or Special Oase, or for new trial with )0 160 0 
Counse], not exceeding... 
90 Where the trial lasts more than one whole 
day or is adjourned for want of time, or 
Fn payment of the costs of the day, per 
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068 0100 0134 
91 To make or oppose any “Application, Sum- 

mons or Motion before the Judge in Cham- 

bers with Counsel, when ones: - by o 

Judge at the time es 


92 The like with Counsel if in Court ... 


93 To hear a deferred Judgment as 

94 Before an Abitrator ith Counsel where 
Action referred for each sitting ... 

95 The like where no Counsel cmployed for each 
sitting... 

96 Where sitting exceeds three ve hours, ‘for every 
additional hour... 050 0 68 0100 


97 Cn taxation of Costs See see oe 0 


0100 0150 0150 


0150 110431410 


98 For obtaining Certificate under Inferior 
Courts Judgment —— Act, 1882, in- 
cluding Affidavit 


Fees to Counsel, 


99 With Brief, sum paid not to exceed 56 disctry 


(1 60 
100 On Conference, or Consultation ... one 6 0} to 
270 
101 Where the trial lasts more than one whole 
day oris adjourned for want of time, 
further consideration, or upon payment 
of the costs of the day, a refresher raed 
be allowed not exceeding 
102 To make or oppose any Application or 
Motion in Court or Shambers if Judge 
certifies for Counsel ... 
This fee will only be allowed on 
Motion for New Trial once. 
103 In Actions or matters of an equitable nature 
for settling declarations or Bill, Plea, 
Answer, Reply, Interrogatorics, or 
other pleadings, or matters required, in 
the course of an action or matter, if the 
— for any special reason thinke 


oe 36 1 36 
| 104 Advising on evidence, if ‘specially allowed 
at the trial or hearing by the Judge __... 36 


Plans, Models, $c. 


2 46 


105 Plante, Charts or Models for use of Judge e 


at trial, if saaivieas by eta not ex 
ing .. oes 


Letters, $t. 
106 Letter before Action... 


107 Letters, &c. (to be allowed once only ot an 
Action or matter) iiss oob 0 


036086 0 86 
34 068 0134 


| 108 Circular Letters —. 0100 10 


reasonab 
110 Oaths, sum paid. 


109 (Coste for searches for Certificates of Births, 
Marriages, and Deaths, which the Regis- 
trar may upon taxation think necessary, 
such —s as the Registrar shall deem 

le ) 


Judgment Summonses. 
Arruicant’s Cowrs, 


/ 111 For ieesulog Summons, service of same, attending court, 


drawing up Order and service if allowed, where the Judg- 
ment Debt or any instalment erase is— 
£5 and u ove 
Over £5 and under £10 ove 
9 oe On £26 eee 
9 GOO. £0 
9 400 an £50 
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112 For iseuing summons for Oommittal, Service, z 
Court, proof of service of Summons (in case of non- 
attendance of Debtor), of non-payment of instalment, 
instructing Serjeant-at-Mace, and all other incidental 


charges and if allowed will be— 
When committal made for 5s. et 2 6 
os between 5s. and 10s. 3 4 
és ~ 10s. and 20s, aia 5 10 
a os 20s. and upwards ... 6 8 
Degrenpant’s Costs. 
13 Attending Hearing where Judgment Debt is 
: hones under £10 ee Pe fe | 
£10 and under £20 6 8 
£20 and upwards... 13 4 
In all Equitable matters the Costs allowed, unless otherwise provided 
for by by this scale, shall be allowed as nearly as possible as in the like 
matters in the High Court of Justice. 
ALLOWANCES TO WITNESSES. 
£8. d. & 8. d. 
Gentlemen, Merchants, Bankers and Professional 
Men, per diem ae o .. from 015 0 to 110 
Tradesmen, Auctioneers, Accountants, Clerks, and 
Yeomen, diem ... ose -- from 0 7 6 to 015 0 
Artizans and Journeymen, per diem from 0 4 0 to 0 7 6 
03 0 t 0 4 0 


Labourers and the like, per diem -. from 
Travelling expenses, sum reasonably paid, but not more than sixpence 
per mile one way. 
Ifthe Witnesses attend in more than one cause, they will be entitled to 
a “5 atom part in each cause only. 
-B.-—-Where the Witness is a plaintiff he shall not be entitled to any 
of the above allowance, except for travelling, unless he is a 
domestic, or menial servant, a labourer, a servant in husbandry, 
a journeyman, an artificer, a handi @ miner, or any 
person engaged in manual labour. 


ALLOWANOES TO SCIENTIFIC WITNESSES. é 
ItQost taxed If onScale 
Scale exceeding 


on 

above £20. £50. 
8. d. £ 8. d. 
. ‘“ ” i te | ap 

‘or qualifying to give evidence ies oes to to 
. _ 3 3 0 5 5 0 
& 2 °@ i eC 

Attending Oourt on trial, per diem ™ to to 
s9'@ 3 3 0 


In estimating the amount to be allowed, the 
character of the Action, the professional standing 
of the Witnesses, the propriety of retainiog the 
particular Witness, are to be considered, and in 
no case is the maximum allowance to be exceeded. 

Travelling expenses to be allowed as in the case 
of = ay Rest - . . ns 

e above allowances s not apply to persons who prepare plans, 

drawings, models, &c., for the purpose of illustration, and who, if called 
at the trial, = the correctness of such plans, drawings, models, &c., 
only, but in lieu thereof there may be allowed the sum reasonably paid 
for the same, and all tracings and copies thereof not exceeding the sums 
mentioned in item of the higher scale of Costs. 

Any such person shall be allowed for his attendance at the trial upon 
the scale applicable to ordinary persons. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Francis Stzruan Ronson, solicitor, of Saffron Walden, has been 
elected Town Olerk and Olerk of the Peace for that borough. Mr. Robin- 
son was admitted a solicitor in 1885. Both offices were held by his partner, 
the late Mr. James Gordon Bellingham. 


Mr. Auexanpse Kayz Burrarworrn, solicitor, of 34, Essex-street, has 
been elected Olerk of the Peace for Bedfordshire, and Olerk to the 
Bedfordshire County Council, in succession to the late Mr. Theed William 
Pearse. Mr. Butterworth isan LL.B. of the University of London. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Danian Svurcuirrs, solicitor (of the firm of Eastwoods & Sutcliffe), 
of Rochdale, Todmorden, and Bacup, has been appointed Clerk to the 
eaneraen Local Board. Mr, Sutcliffe was tted a solicitor in 


Mr. Anruvr Srewanp Bryre Sranuine, solicitor, of Colchester, has 

tenia Get ateee Men Bias 

er, the la! r. m ; . A. S. B, was 
admitted a solicitor in 1885. at fe 


Mr, Faspeniox Wiis Butt, solicitor, of Ke , has been 
appointed Olerk and Solicitor to the Kettering School . Mx Bull 
was admitted a solicitor in 1886, 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
D1sso.vrions. 

Frepertck Martin Onarman and Rosert Wrens, jun., solicitors 
(Chapman & Wyche), Stamford. June 4. Each of them, the said 
Frederick Martin and Robert Wyche, jun., will henceforth 
practise separately at Stamford. 

Tsaac Buce Coaxs, Writ1am Soron Racknam, Witi1am Rosert Coorzr, 
and Wii11aM Latimer Says, solicitors (J. B. Coaks & Co.), Norwich. 
May 31. The said William Robert Cooper from the 
partnership. [ June 6. 


E 


GENERAL. 


Attorney-General said : The question of the length of ) 

me, but having regard to the work which has to be performed by 
jntgnass ae when om ~—s 

out any hopes a prcposal for shortening Whitsuntide vacation 
would be entertained. 


those in the High with their various districts, 
Sek cacdol shdoeme te epee ng Sage one 
obtained summary administration and the assets shewed amounts 


of over £300; and whether many of the official receivers were in the 
constant habit of certifying cases to be under £300 when they were con 
siderably over such amount. Sir Michael Hicks-Beach said :—I am not 
ina bien to Sumnieh, Gh gua ales Se Sy Sie San. senaies, snd 


would be a work of time and of 
the country. I may say, however, that the total number of for 


summary jurisdiction made d the last three years was: In 1887, 
3,868; in 1888, 4,022; and in 1889, 3,819. The number of cases adminis- 
tered by official receivers aud closed ene one of 


The Albany Law Journal digests the decision in a case of Gilman v. 
Andrus (28 Vt. 241) as follows :— 
“Tf A. makes artificial teeth for Mrs. B., 
And B., wi Maren ®, Se OSes So oth, 


As matter of eegpel. plain to see, 
It ‘ does not lie in Ais mouth’ to deny the debt.” 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 









Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No.2. ‘Kar. Currrr. 
sve etrevene 26 BD, Mr. Godfrey Mr. 
~ apa 
Justice Mr. Justice Justice 


STIRLING, 
Mr. Mr. Mr. 
1s 
SRONORR ERNE ROE NNEEOR TED ®% 
PO ay | 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
PROBATE, DIVORCE & ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY). 


Trinity Sirtines, 1890, 

ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. Ship “ City of Paris ’’ (Liverpool Dist 
Ship ‘* Accomac” ag Folio 345) 
Ship “ Abana”’ ann” (100, Folio 66) ai oval”? (Liverpcol Dist 
Ship “ ? (1890, Folio 129) 
Ship “ August gy (1890. Folio 32) ip * Ruby” (1890, Folio 77) 

Ship “ ell *”* (1890, Folio 119) Ship “ Theobald ” (1890, Folio 150) 

Ship ‘‘ Breeze’’ (1890, Folio 131) Ship * City of Paris’ (1890, Folio 143) 
bd **Calder’”’ (1890, Folio 105) itto ”’ (Liverpool Dist 


Shi 
Ship “Camel ”’ (1890, Folio 123) Hegistry) 
Ship “Carl F R Waern” (1890, Folio | Ship “‘ Scotia’ (1890, Folio 141) 
i) | Ship ** Euclid ’’ (1890, Folio 162) 
Circassian Prince ”’ (1890, Folios | Ship “‘ Angerton ’’ (1890, Folio 161) 


137, 138, 1 138, 139, & 140) Ship Southgate” (1890, Folio 159) 
Cremon”’ 1890, Folio 90) Ship “‘ Highlands” (1890, Folio 158) 
Ship « Diowe™ (1890, Folio 14) | Sbip “ Olympus” (1890, Folio 157) 
“ Ellen Sarah” (1890, Folio 


Ship “ Restore’ ” (1890, Folio 156) 
| gt ase Cambria’? (1890, Folio 


Ship “ Brinio”’ (1890, Folio 152) 

Ship * San Georgio ’’ (1890, Folio 151) 

Ship “ V. oe i890, Folio 163) 

Ship “‘ Golden Hon ”’ (1890, Folio 164) 

Ship ‘‘ Sultan *”* (1890, Folio 166 

Ship “‘ Virent ”’ (1890, Folio 167 

Ship “ Edith ”’ (1890, Folio 168 

Ship “ Ligaria”’ (1890, Fo'io 171) 

Ship “ Winsloe”’ (1890, Folio o> 

18 Duca di Gilliera” (1890, Folio 
1 


) 
hip “ Garonne” (1890, Folio 185) 


Ship“ Fonella” (1890, Folio 134) 

Ship “ ea oa) urner”’ (1890 
Ship “ Illinois” (1890, Folio 128) 

Ship “Isle of Cyprus” (1890, Folio 


one <M = Folio 85) 1800, 
ant 1 ¢ 
Ship “‘ Lancashire’’ (1889, Folio 486) 
su ** London” (1890, Folio 55) 
Ship “* Maple Branch ” (1890, Folios 4 


33) 

Ship “‘ Nellie”’ (1890, Folio 107) shit “ Prior ’’ (1890, Folio 186) 
Ship “* Ottawa ”’ (1890, Folio 122) | Ship “ Northcote ” (1890, Folio 188) 
Ship “ Palestro’’ (1890, Folios 22 & | 8 Ship ‘‘ Merida ’’ (1889, Folio 425) 

Ship “‘ Newent ’’ (1889, Folio 74) 
“ Redruth” G88 Folio 142) Ship “‘ Thames ’”’ (1889, Folio 410) 
“ Ribbleton ” (1890, Folio 124) 


Ship ‘* General Gordon ” (1889, Folio 
Ship “ River Garry" (1890, Folio 125) 499) 
Ship “ Star of England” (i890, Folio ** London & Bwilfa”’ (1890, Folio 


467) 
‘ Surbiton ”’ (1800, Folie 118) Ship “ Seoret’’ (1890, Folio 75) 


Ship “ Talabot” (1890, Folio 36) Ship “ Velindra” (1889, Folio 52) 
8) derson (1896, | Ship “* Marquis Sciclans ”’ (1888, Folio 
io 1 256) 
- ”* (1889, Folio 488) Ship “ Winifred” (Cardiff Dist 
Sue “Wi *? (1890, Folio 52) ) 
Ship “ W: ”” (1889, Folio 492) 
ship Zeta’’ (1890, Folio 126) APPEALS ey BS DIVISIONAL 


supe hi # ie de - pres Li ship “ ) tol C1900, Fett in 112) 
” (Liver- | Ship “ Australia’’ (i olio 
Ay phe way ¢ Ship “ Oakdene ’’ (1890, Folio 35) 
Laseathine’ Led ” (Liverpool | Ship “ Circassia ”” (1500, Folio 184) 
) “Ship “ Curfew ” (1 Folio 187) 
Ship “ ** (Liverpool Dist Registry) we “James Westoll ” (1890. Folio 


Ship © Steam Hopper” No 6 (Liver- 194) 
a Dist Registry) Ship “ Creasington ’’ (1890, Folio 195) 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gasctte.—FRIDAY, June 6, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


j ir resented June 
pwn hae fy, - ey 4d A um ts Williams & Oo, 
solors for petner 


5 wm pemmented June 4, directed to 
4 Davidson & Morriss, Queen 


ehvene Dp. presented J 5, directed 
tobe ened poles Milne, 3, on Jans 14 Powell & Burt, St Swithin’s lane, 


Co, | Ny for winding wu 
be heard before Kay, J on Saturday, June tt" Bet 
forJT&H oodhouse, Kingston upon Hull 
Rzcovery Co, Liurrep—By an order made by Kekewich, J, dated Ma 
suas apliaped thes tie oakematen wae winding w is oe Gs a B 


&Vi M lors for 
Sp Momeotrasrtia Soxsta tne 


i 
‘ 
i ie 
i 


| Hae 
Ha 
: 


Ta & Gon A. .4 


Bee 
fF 
g 


Misine Co, Laurrep—Petn f 
fea a Mr gee 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
ee. 


to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts oF 
to Alexander Alfred Yeatman, 2, Gresham Basinghall st Thurs 
day, Jay 17, 0b tly is appomed for ahh and ting upon the debts 


Crry IMPROVED BREAD Jegurenb—Cnedatces ate veanined, on of bedore J 7, 
to send thelr mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts ye 


resented June 


’ 
pal om or before Nov 8, to 
of their debts or claims, to 
, Nov 17, at 12, is 

claims 


ae required, on or before June 81, 
culars of their debts or 
iby & Coxon, Derby, solors 


VER Oo, LIMrrep AND 
UCED 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or to Moir and Banner, 


Synp1caTe, Lrurrep—Oreditors are uired, on or before J 
culars of their ebie oy 


f their debts or claims, to Parker Tomlinson, 
Marshalls, East Retford, solors for li Yr 
reditors are -. or CA, 
de 


,  LrMrras —Oreditors are 
Laurence Lord, Bacup 

LuowitEep- a sare eauited, uired, cm ae before 4, 

addresses, and 


of their debts or 8, 
UTUAL 0 ASSOCIATION, LimrreD — Creditors 
are yeuntred, om os Dafoe July 31, to send their names and addresses, and the 
of their debts or claims, to John Herbert Thomas, Tremydon 


Rovian, North Wales 
FRIENDLY SOOIETY DISSOLVED. 

SToNE AND HARTWELL BENEFIT FRIENDLY Socrery, Bugle Horn Inn, Sto: 

Aylesbury, Bucks June6 . - 

SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

UntItED FRIENDLY Benerit Society, Crown and Anchor Tavern, Temple st, 
Wantnnie Musmnonee Geox Gocrery, Wesleyan Methodist Sunday Schocirocm, 

ESLEYAN jan 

Pontefract, York June 5 ‘ 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
London Gagette.—FRIDAY, June 6. 


AUCKLAND, Right Hon. Wi11aM GzorGs, Baron. Aug i. Saltwell & Tryon 
Stone bidngs, Lincoln’ = — 


3 
See ates aaa tet July 19. O. & A. Daniel, Ramsgate 


GEORGE, orth, Derby; Rope Manufacturer. Aug 12. J, &J. 
BOOTH: sport & Weatbroa Hyde 
Beowy-Geaiem, ABasA, yeville, nr Ross, Hereford. Julyi0, W. H.&F.8. 


DAVENPORT, Marra, Frederick st, Salford. June 30, Beaumont & Rigby, 
DICKRY, JOSEPH, Abingdon, Berks, Merchant, July 4. Saxclby & Faulkner, 
ame Wnseu ie Eapzs, Southport, Collector of Rates. July 9. Wood & 
Bravten Wasa istow, nr Selby, Yorks, Land Valuer, July #9, J P., H., 


& J.B. Wood & Co, 
Paaam, Vag Waeron, West Worthing, Sussex, Esq. July 16. Rey- 
GOLDNEY, may = ppushey Heath, Herts, Esq. July 22, Bloxam & Oo, Lin- 


some Vale, Ham, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. July 
" iw, DAVID, cCitrincham, Ohester, Gent. Aug 30. Broom & Co, Man- 
Harrison, Ta Askam, Dalton in Furness, Lancs, Labourer. July 7. 


Butler, Dalton fa Furness 
mw, WILLIAM J. Colebrook rd, Islington, Gent. July 9. Upton, 


Adelphi chm ohn st, 
Tocurn, Moria Palast, Cekketer: Gent. duly 19. Peach, Copthall 
Jounsow. JOHN, Whaley Bridge, Ohester, Stone Dealer. August 3, Innes, 
ee ee Come, Commanraty Heq. July5, Jones & Porter, 
Laron, Marsto, Many Boventon W. 
=a Ty Ng gt —- {aeons 
, CHARLOTTE, & Oarpenter, Mansion 
Houge chmbrs, Queen Victoria 

Masszy, Wit1i4M, Gent. Taly 5. Berridge & Miles, Leicester 


J Belsize § 
MoDOmALD. a 4 grove, Hampstead, Gent. July 10. Grundy & Oo, 


Moors, beinn fads en nee ae July 1. Johnson & Oo, Lin- 
ONLEY, SAMUEL, Prestbury, nr Oheltenham, Gent. June %. Gale, Cheltenham 


Prrs, Maz, Gordon vd, Stoke Newington. July 24. Moodie & Mills, Basing- 
Prat, Ann, Hurdefield, nr Macclesfield. Aug 4. Brownsov, Hyde 





Poston, Hannan, Sutton st, Liverpool, July7, Barnes, Liverpool 
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Paton, xara On OHARLES, Mary st, Arlington sq, Esq. July 16. Vandercom 
Rmeway, THOMAS, Bristol, Warehouseman. July 6. Pearson, Bristol 
guiTH, JAMES, Liverpool, Shipowner. Aug4. Trewhitt & Robson, Sunderland 
STAFFORD, WILLIAM, Saltash, Cornwall, Gent. July 17. Lovell & Co, Gray’s 

ANSFTELD, JONATHAN, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Fustian Manufacturer. July 

ubb 
SeANeFIBLD, Krrry, Hebden Bridge, Yorks. July 12. Jubb & Co, Halifax 
THRELFALL, THOMAS KENDALL, Askam in Furness, Lancs, Gent. July 7. Butler, 
TvcKER, GEORGE, Axminster, Devon, Yeoman. July 31. Hellier, Honiton 
WILLIs, hens J Redditch, Worces, Refreshment House Keeper. Sept 1 
WoMACE, ANN, Heigham, Norwich. July 6. Goodchild, Norwich 
London Gasetie.—_TUESDAY, June 10. 

Apams, ALBERT EDWARD, Higher Broughton, Salford, Grocer. July 12, Johnson, 
APPLETON. : He mel Waltham Abbey, Essex. June24. Windus & Trotter, Epping 


Har 
E1izA, Bathwick, nr Bath. July 19. Clinton & Co, Chancery lane 


- sralgemnent ep y Reading, July5. H. & O. Collins, Reading 
, ALLEN, Hi h st, Southwark, Pawnbroker, August 12. Thompson & 
Bo Groum. Raymond bi crelbot rd, Bayswater. July 9. F. J. & @ J 
DD. , uther! wai oUe ov. 
Braikenri Bartlett's 
Montagu, 


Di 
tanley crsnt, Notting Hill, Esq. August 1. 

Bucklersbury 
DicKIn, WILLIAM, Perry Barr, Staffs, Gent. July 19. Walford, Birmingham 
DupLEY, RoBert, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent. July 19, Walford, Bir- 
FOSTER A Slack ia Heptonstall, Halifax, Esq. July 21. Sutcliffes, 

t) 
UCHY, une THOMAS Broadhem; Devon, retired Fleet Engineer R.N. 

- July 31, Marsdsn & Wilson “Ont Cavendish st 
HALL, ANNE, Prestwich, nr laneohsoten. July 15. Radford & Oo, Manchester 
HARLAND, Isaac, West Hartlepool, retired Master Mariner. J 9. Fryer, 

West Hartlepool : ~ z 





Hasson, Soum Wirizam, Lacie, Ennbeeper. Augi. Pulleyne, Leeds 
Hickey, Roszrt Joun Fa’ 
= aren, é Prince, Gnomon stn Bengal 

HowakrrH, Henry, Manchester, Fent Merchant. Augi. Ledgard, Manchester 
num Sanction Seeds Hedin Sadi Dice eames, July 56. Berridge 
CO STE Ce ete an trots, Dea Che ae: July 31. 
janamen haan, Vo Tal July 16. Phillips, York 
JEPHSON, JAMES, Warwick sq, Barrister at Law. July 21. Hodding, St Albans 
Ket1y, Joun, Alnwick, Northumberland, Gent. June 16. Percy, Alnwick 
Mappick, Mary, Plymouth. June 24. Pridham, Plymouth 
weg | ne st, Solicitor, Augi. Winch & Greensted, 

Henry KersHaw, Wakefield, Innkeeper. July 20. Harrison & Co, 
THomPson, WILLIAM, Manchester, Publican. July 31. Barrow & Smith, Man 
SHEFFIELD Jouy Eva, Grooves 28. Bupa Bow Fuk, Commercial 

Tra r. Jun 

Supson, Sanan THEDY, New Malton, Yorks. July 1. Simpson, Malton 
Sucpson, WILLIAM, New Malton, Yorks, Solicitor. July 1. Simpson, Malton 
Smrrn, Ann, Moss Side, Manchester. July3i. Barrow & Smith, Manchester 
Surrn, Mary Ann, Halifax. June 21. Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 
STANLEY, THOMAS, Fenton st, Leeds. July 28, Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 
SToxer, Mary Ann, Keighley, Lancs. July 23. Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 
Woop, MARIANNE, Cheltenham. July 14. Satshell & Chapple, Queen st, 








Seo House PURCHASERS & LESSEES.— 
from th Tonks undentoen te ee a 


Weetmtaater {tatab. 1515), 


Son-tAby? 














Fuace, Som, Barnsley, Broker Barnsley Pet June? 


Brewer June 16 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette—FRIDAY, June 6. PorTer, Henry, Queen Victoria st, Commission | JAMEs, G Soe Sey Seen June 
RECEIVING ORDERS. aa High’ Court Pet A) 28 Ord Jane ¢ Mh 12 Off 97, Oxford 
BERTS, CHARLES JAMES, or Herefordshire, Ocal 
mae Pet May 1 bodes s Seeeh, Heer ‘ ough Pet June 2 Sothys pe ae ‘ane 20 at 10 Offa st, E 
, JOSEPH, eanor, yaa, Labourer NES. 
ANene Owl Berk Bervioe “Oo-operat is Sane? Hie | Derby’ Pet June? Ord eS en Oe 7 or- 
A os oe es Se P Wol - Wine Dealer gh Cow Seni RIT Gniduned 
——*. JOHN, cx, Wolverhampton, P lumber Wolver- | 7, mee saume it abt - ati Ban = yg x 2, pel 
Buown, capi and JOHN p Soy Yeadon, Yorks, | a 7! is Jane 3 June 3 RTE oDc ia. tt, Wood at 5 June 17 
loth Manufacturers Leeds Pet June 2 Or tmsford Bet June 2 Ord June? te Leeds | EE JOR ee ith non Tink, Builder June 17 at 12 
Tuxes, JosEPH, H ees, Mechan: is ‘Rec. Worcester 
onipwicx, pA. Queen ee at,Gent High Pet June 4 ae Ord June 4 N F Upt ‘ 
USSENS, +. Furniture | The follo notice is mee a for orcester. Journeyman Baker June 17 at 10.30 
Broker Hastings Pat yan June 2 ting Pines e2 that pul ifn the London Gazette of - “, cae aeaaies 
Danz, Jans, Horwich, nr, Bolton, Quarry Master | “"'Cicthier Wandsworth Pet May 17 Ord May if | Builder June 14 at 12 90 Ot Res Boscawen st, 


eoox,  penner Chelms- 


WSETT, HERBERT, Pleshe: 
‘—. Pet May § Ord May 27 
ALGaR, JOHN, Cecil rd, W' 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


POWELL, James, Yate, Glos. June 18 at 
12.80 Off Bank cuesbrs, Bristol 


est Ham, — June 20 ¥ June 


roan, Ly} Newmarket Al. _—- pee t 12 33, st, Lincoln’s inn field JOHN 
a in s8inn 

ae actryoRiged os mata. | PAaBOw, JOuM Seymour ot, Huston rd. Lis ia ati. 2, Offa et, Hereford srusical 

JLLMAN, ‘OMAS, en ; aye : une a Carey 8 Lin- 

stone Pet June’ Ord June 3 te td coln’s inn fields jptrenes Borse June 16 at 11.30 Off Reo, 
GouLD, J I on rd, Finsbury u pe Mer shant's YLIS8, ALFR , Aston, ov, Siege wer. 5) Wanstead, Besex, | Nureeryman 

er’ Hig Oourt e une une une Oolmore row 
June tt ati. 
BEESLEY, =¢ Buckinghata st, Seren ‘Benkruptey Cork ae 


a, Sa Derby, Builder Derby Pet June 
HicHaM, PERCIVAL SEARLE, Meee, Devon, 


June 8 ’ Hyves. Little 


Byo 
Tim 


font June 20 at 2.30 88, Carey st, Lin 


44 


ue ation, Myst | ea Sodetphin dS 


pherd’s 
Reo, 24, 


Paper East Stonehouse 
J Bn. TH Blak H im~T) oO bids. Linea in’ os June ae ew 
Al iN, jOMAS, emere, Here jar- = s Railway 
penter Hereford Pet May 31 ord M Bo orwich, Sew 1 Mills 5 Proprietor SHaw, —— a; aees ath aed 
Jongs, WILLIAM HENRY, Hale, nr Bowdon, Oheahire June 14 at il. 11.30 NE of He, aN mo Assistant June Reo, 
Cabdriver Manchester’ Pet June 4 Ord Baoys, H ieee, ~~ 3 ‘une 18 at 1.0 ictoria st, Liverpool 
une —_— Se. z James's chbrs, Deroy 
Keist,” WrrutaM Jamas, Pembroke st, King’s | CAVALIERO, D., Threadneedle st, Banker’s Clerk une 18 Reo, St James's chbrs, Derby 
Oross, Builder Edmonton Pet May 30 Ord June 17 at 1% 38, Oarey st, Lincoln’s inn fields xt ghar 
La ae Tail ane Teun vi an Coe ra, | ate sc, ta Eee Charminster, D Dorset, 
oxy, OFA’ Piccadilly, High Cour une Carey st, 
Pet May 2 "Grd June 8 “3 Lincoln's inn fields ups aa 14. at 10.30 Off Squary Tailor 
non  ceerry Master | Wat Patil Aan Of hes 


LEevrg, ALEXANDER, Mile _— nt, Butcher High | DENT, 
June 


, JAMES, Horwich, nr 
Juine 17 at 11.30 16, Wood 20d st, Bol 


mK, ay Nataox, New! ‘eh "hei Sorat June 


ton 
JOHN Led 
roker June 13 at rae Suan a ab 11 wom Bas 
Chester, Chemists Fone feuk eso Tatas 





MACILGAHAM, JAMES, Faloon ‘rd “Battersea, Dyer 
M brag oe] ee fier da Tey Junior Oarl a ean SOwDEN, Bradford, 
ARRYAT Firz L SAMUEL Ohester 
ton Club, Pall “Mall Hig bh ourt Pet April 1 Worsted Spinner June 19 ae a Oe Rec, 3i,| WiLS0N, JOnN, Grocer June % at i Of 
Ord June Manos row, Bradford Reo, 22, Park Fotham, Builder 
ALL, ALFRED Wut11aM, Oroydon, Tailor axes Haway Lambourne, Bene, Butcher — 
Croydon Pet May14 Ord June 3 ters 93, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
McArtuur, W , Gracechurch st, Commission avenue at 2 


ILLIAM, 
lous h Court Pet March 20 Ord June 4 THomas, Birling, Ken 


FULLMAN, 
19 at 8 Off Rec, Week. st, Mal 











MoDonap ILLiam, Bolton, Labourer Bolton 
Pet Junes Ord June 3 DARD, WILLIAM Tooting, Surrey, Gooretary to « ~ 
Mryneanon, Sange, Rottinghem, es Haberdasher a bile Company June 17 at 1 
0} im May 20 a rae 
Mougax. L, Moorgate st, Merchant High Court | Hanson, , Derby, Bi a Dart June 18at 8 Off ADJUDICATIONS. 
Pet May 14 June 4 Reo, St emnes's cna Apoookx, Rosset Mason, Venetian Blind 
ORGAN, Newport, Mon, Commission perR chingfeld, Esser, Manufacturer Leicester May 2 Ord 
Agent. New: Mon PetJuaoe4 Ora June 4 Seoomr jan 93, oe ee June 8 
wabetd gpa" Ord i. — ink, Builder Worcester Jom, V va, | Se 2 Oe Mag bt Dealer Dudley 
uoe r une anid ictoria 
MurRRay, Greenwich, Outlier Victualler June 13 at it ys BEUTHIN, ~~ 
“Grose wioh Pet h Pet June 2 Qed Sune 3 Clothier audsworth Pet May 16 st 
. FS tans kgs Combes 
ea” Soom 4 pire Agent June 4 
une 4 





ngs 
ar Tamworth out of ot Gen Ee meee, | en 


Worker 
ahaa Beats 
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Furtmas, THOMAS, Birling, Ken ange! Maid- | Roserts, JonN rd, Chelsea, Draper High | W11s0N, JouN, Tanner st, Bermondsey, Shipowne 
stone ~ too —— 5 Court Pet Jun “ord June? June 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, ‘Portugal st, 
Gass 4 d WALTER AR, Frankton | SANDY, Surrey, Oorn Merchant rutin’ inn fields 
rd, Hill et, Peckham, Builde “oy “fligh Court Pet , Surrey Pet June 6 Ord June 6 wee WILLIAM FREDERICE, Brighton, Dealer ip 
May 4 Ord June SNELL, E., Warwick Kensington, Ooal orks of Art Sous 17 at12 Of Ree, 4, Pailin 
Hancock, Wri, 8 t+ Paul’ 5 cuarehyend, Builder Merchant 7 Court Pet May 7 Ord June 5 bldgs. Brighton 
High Court Pet May 13 “Ora J STaRe, ALBERT EDWAED, Frome, Frome | WOODHOUSE, JOSEPH, Nottingham, Solicitor Jung 
nora vanes Builder oy Pet June 2 = Pet ane Ord June 7 ies aes me at 11 ‘Off Rec, St. Peter's Church walk, Not: 
Ord ‘ARB, JOS: , ae ham 
ee, SL aeae AL SEARLE, Muti Devonshire, Frome PetJune7 Ord Jun ADJUDICATIONS. 
Tal ly Draper ‘Rast seanmaee et June 3 Ord ont | Oras ; A Derby, Milliner Derby Pet | ANDREWS, Wax W Winxinso ILKINSON, Son, Ramsgate, Smack 
ans 3 uneé Ord Can 
ACKSON, THOMAS, Blak WELLESLEY, the Honourable FREDERICK BR, | ANSEL Wittan, Hey phate n the employ of the 
7 penter Hereford Pet Ma Evans Glub, Covent Garden. Club Proprietor Civil Service LF 5 ay aia Society 3 ch Ooms 
om, SaaS ILLIAM, Kinver aly act - ert —y w os wn Pw 6 on S Pet June4 Ord Jun 
4 ” High Pet May 18 Ord June 6 


JEFFREE, ‘on » ® Great Ord May st, 
Mining Engineer High Court Pet March 6 


Jones, Wiui1am Henry, Hale, nr Bowdon, 
are. aeeneeee Manchester Pet June 4 


Kearr, ; > JossrH, Thornton, Leics, Inn- 


h Court 


a... Sa OTLEY, eo rd, St gg I 
Wood, Surgeon High Pet March 2 
Ord vane 5 
McDonaLD, WILLIAM, sane, Labourer 
Pet June 3 Ord June 
McLavGuHuim, VIVIAN, Stanley gardens, Kensin 
Ly Gent High Court Pet April 16 


Bolton 
Ord 
‘une 4 
mane, Saran, Nottingham, Haberdasher 
Le Pet May 20 Ord June4 
Moreax, 11am, Newport, Mon, Commission 
pant, on Pet June4 Ord June 4 
, Malvern Link, Builder Worcester 
Norrie, Micnazt Muvpray, Greenwich, Cutler 
O’'Hamtor, J. sag fo ham, Bake Birmin 
me, Birmin er - 
ham Pet May Ord Same, 
or - Dam tol Becker _ a Pet June? 
June 
JaMEs. Yate, Glas, Carpenter Bristol Pet 


May 19 Ord June 
Tailor 


June 
J OBACE, Ohelmsford, Pork 
ord Pet June2 Ord June? 
TICKNER, Milton rd, Herne hill 
High Court P: Pet March 12 Ord June 2 
Tuxs, JoszerH, Ho Journeyman 


we a Leeds Pet ees ames 
Farmer Chelmsford Pet Mey Ont Mayas 2 


York Pet May 20 Ord 1 

7S dae Pe rog g wey 

23 Ord June 3 Pee 7” 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 


Bensrep, CLABA Eastchurch, Kent, 
rf Hochester Adjud Oct 13, 1888 Annul 
une 


London Gazette.—TUEZSDAY, June 10, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Brrustt, Mary E1iza Leicester, 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 
Olid Malton, Y: 


leet Pet May 21 spi June ae 
Maker High Court Pet June 5 Ord 


—_ 


Kewyvon, Jonm Erwin, , Bw Bridg- 
water une 7 


7 Wi 
Jane ators Monroe ts 
rd, Brixton High Court 


South Shields, Soles Newcastle 
> Bes vanes Tmnovons, Routh bis 
ty 


Court Pet Jane Bath, Cr’ 


ONATHAN, Boston io Xess, late Former } 
ay 





WHITING, CHARLES DAVID. e st, 

yinater, Solicitor High Court Pot Sune 5 ora 
une 5 

Wiaeans, THURSTON, Walton le Dale, nr Pyenten, 

we Preston Pet June7 Ord June 
ILLAN, ANTHONY, meneal, Draper Kendal Pet 

June? Ord June7 

Witson, OHARLES, Doncaster, Innkeeper Sheffield 
Pet June 5 Ord June 5 

ee Newoort, L1 L We Tea Dealer New- 

WiEMAn, Isaac, Southtown, Buffolk, Gmasbowner 
Gt Yarmouth Pet June5 Ord June 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


~~ Seeems, he ? . Suffolk, Farmer 

une 17 a Rec, 

W: iagunntos in the employ of the 
 noctote Teen 24 at 11 


ds 
BARNES. HENRY HERBERT, Brighto rt Tae a potion 


ton 
B Mary Exizanetu, Leicester, Milliner June 
23at3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
BLAKELEY, ALFRED, Hunslet, Leeds, ps Manu- 
facturer June 13 at 11 Rec, 22, Park row, 


Coox, LAURENCE HAYWARD, Amburst rd, Hackney, 
Drysalter June 20 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Portugal st, Linsola’s inn fields 

Davies, JAMES, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Master 
Mariner June 19 at i 11.30 Sportsman Hotel, 


Po oc 
Forp, WILLIAM, Newmarket All Saints, Corn Agent 
June 17 at 12 Off Reo, 5, gy ace 2 ve 


ity 
ALL, Smazon THOMAS, Barking road, Plaistow 
Boot nob Maker June 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bidngs, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
‘CELEY, Henley on Tham Oil 


Hint, WALTER BICKLEY ey 
Merchant June 18 at 3 9%, "Temple brs, 
Temple avenue 

JACOBY, MyzER, Commercial rd East, Tailor June 17 
od, & i stead bldngs, Portugal st, Liacoln’s 

elds 

Kerrie, CHARLES, Townshend rd, St John’s Wood, 
Boot Maker June19 at2.20 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s me fields 

KINCHANT, JOHN aw York st, Portman sq. 
Major General in H. M. Army ome 17 at 2.30 
earentey bidngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s ion 


KYEzorR, BENJAMIN, Sutherland avenue, Harrow rd, 
Traveller June 20atii 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

LACEY, CHARLES, Piccadill 
Carey Lincoln’s inn fields 

LAVENDER, ADDAUS JOHN, The Pavement, OClap- 
ham, Trunk Lag — 18at12 24, Railway 


approach, London B 
ri Eostienent Hill rd, 


HERBEeet W 

ae: + r) 1i 33, Bt, LAnootn i 

x rong gen 

Clerk’ p tg 18 at 11 Bankruptcy 

coln’s inn fields 

Morcan, Witt1aM, Newport, Moz, Commission 

fom ¢une 17 at 12 Off Rec, Council chbrs, 

orn st 


» Mon 
PARFI'T, Wri, Cardia, Beer House Kee 
June 18 at 11 Off Rec, 29 ea 
PACE, J 


y. Tailor June 19at12 33, 


Loans, 


Broker J: -) at 10.20 Off 
a ro) une 
PRITCHARD, JOHN, Bootle, J: June 19 at 8 Off 
35, Victoria st, Liv 
PURVES. PATRICK, Sou Tailor June 19 at? 


CHantzs James, Scarborough, Tailor 
June 18 at 11,20 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st 
Scarbor: * h ¥ 4 


‘oug! 
Rocu, ALFRED Gurnee, Pomsbecie 2 Dot, Grocer 
June 17 at Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
— Jane, 


»,, AIERARDER, » Laurence, Poun mee 
Soap facturer June 18 a’ Bankru: 
bid oa? inn fields " 

» Lines Coal Merchant 


@mIrTH, 
june 18 at’ 11 Off , 8, Haven st, Great 


gg 
sna, Saree oy Per ony ky June 17 at 11 
2%, Railway penn ig & 
Ores, a nun, Aunty De ne chm ‘Sitter Jane 20 at 
WALDEN, vWinaaat Bean 
Farmer J 


WiIL1samMs, dias ay et ent 4 


en ee on =a Plumber Wot 
— ya Pet Jane June 3 Rs TM 
EESLEY, uc m st, Strand, 
Aveuliach “High Cours ‘Pes May 1 Ori Sunes 
Butmer, Mary, Old Malton, Yorks, Grocer Scar. 
borough Pet June5 Ord June 5 
BUNCE, ALFRED, fine” Milliser Lincoln Pet 


ws bay on 
Dudley, Sormenty Grocer 
ually Pot aye or Bolton, @ ter 
AMES, . nr Bolton, Quarrymas 
Bolton Pet May 23 Ord June 5 
DICKINSON, a gad FREDERICK COOPER, 
Thorpe mews, bridge gdos, aa 
High Court Bot June @ Ord Jun 
ee Dealer in Works of: ‘AND, Hanway - Oxford st, 
ie orks of Art High Court Pet May7 
Ord June 


Isledon rd, Finsbury pk, Merchant's 
ond June 7 
mm ¢ age ennaas Black- 
Hiaas, JOHN, jun, Olney, Bucks, Butcher North- 
am) it (0) une 7 


verham: 





Woodham 
Jaco ms Bustos ine ae Victoriaet t High Court 
ueen oria s gh Cou 
Pet, Mayié Ord Jun 
JONES, WILLIAM, Northeote rd, Battersea _r 
Fruiterer Wandsworth Pet Juneé Ord Juneé 
KENYON, JOHN Epwin, Bri i Butcher Bridg- 
—_— Pet June7 Ord June7 
EET EDWARD, sanhem, Beds, Solicitor 
Laton’ Pet June4 Ord Jun 
late of Wegmouth, _ Dorchester 
Pet May 29 Ord Juve5 
POLLARD, JOHN Marcarre. eery lene, Solicitor 
High Court Pet May7 Ord Jun 
, JOHN, Bootie, Joiner (7 Pet 
May 29° Ord June 
Pur Linney = 4 South Shields, ed Newcastle 
t June5 Ord June 
 asaaan New scones, Kent, Musical 
Instrum . ent Dealer Rochester Pet May8i Ord 
une 
TOLIFF, EDMUND THEODORE, South Gra; 
Bolicitor High Court Pet June 8 Ora wean 6 
er, Surrey, — Merchant 
ichigaton Pet June 5 Ord ‘une 6 
STARR, Ep Hair Dresser 


ALBERT WARD, pam 
. Pet J 7a 7 Ord Jun 

STARR, JOSEPH, Berkley, Bomerset, "Market Gardener 
aeeme Pet June? Ord June7 

Upto ANNIE, Pesby. Milliner Derby 
Pet Juneé6é Ord June 

WIGGANS, iN, ‘Walton le Dale, nr Preston, 
Farmer Preston PetJune7 Ord June7 


ILLAN, ANTHONY, Kendal, Draper Kendal Pet 
June 7 Ord June 7 
. Someeverniien, Draper 


ILLIAMS, Bethesda 
Bangor Pet May8 Ord J 
ILSON, CHABLES, thn “recently Innkeeper, 
Sheffield Pet June 6 Ord Jua 
Wixscoom, Epwin, Newport, «€ ° 
Newport PetJune3 Ord June7 
Southtowa, Suffolk, Smackowner, 
Great "Yarmouth Pet June5 Ord June 5 


THE BANKRUPTOY (DISCHARGE AND 
OLOSURE) AOT, 1887. 
ORDERS mane ON APPLICATIONS FOR 


Kay, Wri114m, Leigh, Lancs, pocte-tnes er Bolton 
Adjud Sept 4, 18f6” Or Ord May . 


PaRkER, JOSEPH HEPTINGT. 
_ Bedford wean Ae Noe %o, Me Ra 
y 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


June 16,—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, in a Marquee on the 
Estate, at 2.30 o’clock, Freehold Houses and Free- 
hold Land (see otpermsemens, J eee’ . p. 14). 

Te anaaen ch teeine LO. cht fae ie 

BID ., at 2 o'clock, Free- 
noid Estates (see advertisements, June 7, pp. 7 and 


J ue 58 — aoe. Paes & Sons, at the Golden Lion 
» Romford, at 4 o’cinck, ie ld Building 

= yee advertisement, June AEE 
Fox A a 


ome Mart, HO t 2 0’ Freehold T Lessehold 
any Ov 0: 
Yoresamuaie Gm (see pone avon J ae 7, p. 12). 
June 18,—. ‘UMbERT, Son, & BB i at 


Messrs. Huma: 
E.O,, at 2 o’clock, Kesiden 
s uroakold d Land (se eo advertisement, J une »D. il). 
anid Wrechold br yee dae 





“ato olock, old bold Forme and 
be. : “i. fa » ab 4 Thiet, 0 fuse 


7B ER June 7, p. 8). 
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June 20.—M Gomme 5 Som ot 9 Mart B.O,, at | 
1o’clock, Freehol d and Leasehold 
1S vertisement, June 7, p. 16). 





st RREY.—For SALE, a most desirable 
RESIDENTIAL and SPORTIN G ESTATE of about 
630 acres, in a ring fence, wi 30 matte Landen. % 
— from Guildford. The modern-built —* 
undulating park, about the centre of t x ond 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. E podem noble Mall four mee ae rooms, billiard room, 
servants’ rooms, &c. 


BIRTHS. 


FryEer.—Ma; * * Pempbrid 
= of G. Fryer, of 
ter-at-law, us daughter. 

NEwron.—J' une 9, at Ambleside, New Malden, 
Currey. tl the wife of Arthur Newton, solicitor, of a | 


tein 
—May at West Garth, Malton, Yorks, 
Pawite of Hagh W. Pearson, solicitor of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 


Spee HL Auinron-Joum. —June 6, at the 
méulate,’ and afterwards at the Church o 
James Benjamin Byrne, besristen- 
Mary Lizzie Mabella, e. 
daugh’ of the late Thomas Morris Hamilton- 

Jones, J.P., D.L., of Moneygiass House, Antrim. 
TROW: WBE — PECK. —dJune 10, at Charleston, Scuth 
Carolina, iw §.A., Harold Edward Trower, barris- 


oner Temple, ba 


lish 








ter-at-law, to Bertha Elizabeth Schaefer, eldest 
Gnanier o of eg William Henry Peck, of Atlanta, 
eorgia, U 


DEATH. 
GaRRICK.—June 7, at Christchurch, N.Z, Francis 
James Garrick, solicitor, aged 57. 





SE 


The Subscription to the Soutctrors’ JOURNAL ts 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office —cloth, 2s. 6d., wed law Stead 5s. 6d. 





CONTENTS. 


CURRENT TOPICS «coos cece coc-ccewerses csveresee 539 
DEFENDANT FIRMS .--eeesee 
Can A LIRECTOR PLEAD THE ‘Stature OF emrgesetet 


aoe UNDER THE TaUSsTBE AOT, 1888? ...+- 


ws es 
ate PERIL OF TRUSTEES 
SOcIgTrI 





COURT PAPERS ..ce ..ccee cece scree o<s0e8 eccccccve B69 
WINDING-UP NOTICES... cscs ---06..-ee0+ seeee B54 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES ..ce-cecsscecsee -s-ee-ccceescee B54 
BANKRUPTOY NOTICES «-cce.see-ees-eree eccce-ceces S06 





AW PARTNERSHIP.— Wanted, Partie. | 

ship by a Solicitor (aged 29), both town and | 
country experience; every qualification; admitted | 
1884 ; premium up to £3,000.—Address, ABRTHUB Snow, 
6, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields, » We Cc. 


(ASH ADVANCED (630 to £500) ata 5 day's 8 
notice, to Householders resident in London or 
the Home Counties, on Bill of Sale, repayable to suit 
the borrower's convenience; no sureties or ing 

od Solicitors introducing’ clients allowed 2 pe 

it. commission.—A. AP ve Messrs. W. HoLurw 

woRT! & Sons, 13, fs Holborn. Established rr 
the same address 54 years. 





I. you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 


0, CLIBURN, personally if possible, 48, Great Tower- | 
street. | London, E.O, 


__ Pevewsber, the the stabling, 


17 principal bed rooms 
| There are extensive anne Be. and 1 fo 
coach-houses, and cottages 
Also a superior farmhouse ond most complete 
range of buildings wa. icultural , and 12 cot- 
| tages for labourers. land is all hand, and in a 
high state of sieten, Excellent shooting. 
iculars, with maps, plans, and orders to view, can 


| gardens 


| be obtained of Mr. J. J. Tourle, Solicitor, 32, Theobald’s- 


Bt. 
eldest | 


| position is 
| would be wi 


| Chambers, No. <, cee 
7 | well-furnished Rooms 

| &c.; Electric Ligh throughout th 
| to "Messrs, 


| Toad, Bedford-row, Holborn, Ww.c 


OLTGAGES.—A Solicitor in the Country, 

who has several good Freehold Securities, 

would be pleased to enter into communication with 
avy Gentleman or Firm who have money to advance. 
The Securities = * rey -, XY. ==. 6 a fair 
pond —Communica' to LEx, 











the of 
Jewellery, and objects of Art and Value. 














t House, Cen ch eleon, Gloucester 
T% 


Owners of a small Building Estate in a good | 
bm to treat with a firm of Solicitors oho 

[= assist in financing the same.— | 
Address, P. N. V., at Horncastle’s, London. 


T° SOLICITORS and OTHERS requiriag 

Offices close to the Law Courts, a Suite of 3 light | 
Rooms; double approach ; electric current laid on to 
building; ; hall rent £75.—Apply to HovusE- 
KEEPER 63, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








OQ COUNTRY SOLIOITORS.—A Suar- | 


veyor practising in London is prepared to 
undertake the Supervision of London or 
Properties either to a large or sma'l extent, thus 
giving the advantage of personal attention with a 
reliet from trouble ; moderate terms an be arranged. 
—Apply, 8. D., Deacon’s Library, Leadenhal 


-street, 





BABSISTEES and SOLICITORS Requir- | 


to the Law 


ing Professional Chambers close 
should 


Courts, with perfect quiet and good tie 


apply to the SkcrETARY, New Oourt, Lincoln’s-inn ; | 
large or small sets on yossty or longer mre oy 3 | 


strong rooms let separately at very moderate 











FFICES and 
and me Offices to be fat 7 Lene dale 


——_ 
reed ierations, 
aiding: 
Accountants, on eR 


—A 
Siarteees | 
‘N the Central Position for the Legal Pro- | 
fession, a Suite of first floor front Offices with 
important ap) ; rent £130; hall ; electric 
avy Apel to HOUSEKEEPER, 63, hancery-lane, | 











T° be ‘Let as Offices for Professional Men, 
several sets of Chambers in Stone-buildings, | 
Lincoln’s-inn.—Particulars at the Steward’s Office. 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 
SvEyeror. LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27 
CHANCERY . 18 prepared to conduct Sales o 
Saw mae of and Leasehold Properties oo a4 
terms Management of Pro 
Collection of Rents undartaken. — 








BD yj OFFICES (SLATER’S).— 


| secret eng 


only wledged Establishment in the 
City of Peat (vide } press) for ~~ and makirg | 
uiries by /emate ana Mase Detective 
Terms moderate. Consultations i Telephon: 
No. 900. Telegraphic Address, ** D: ere, ie don.” 
—HENRBY_SLATER, Manager, 27, Bashinghall-street, | 
{ 


SOLICITORS and OTHERS.—The | 


uburban | 


CHAMBEBS. — Lofty | 


O TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, and 
Others.-—J. Jewellery and Plate ~ 

| Messrs. Hunt & (late Storr & Mortimer) 
Puxess J aan _biamonds, Pearls and other gems. 


New Bond-street, W. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Bucontenn, Solici- 
&c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO. 





8 and 8 

or Books, in town cr 

£ the utmost value in cash; also whee ie 

Remoyais rise trouble or gxpense Ss _4 
| 





| “Onpos ‘GAZETTE Te (pabliel eee | 4 quthorit ) and 
LON ENT 
OFFICE No. un CHAN OERY 1 LANE. I FLEET 


REET. 
HENay GREEN, Advertisement A 


tory Notices to Creditors and Dissolutions of Partner- 
| ship, on. Official stamps 
for advertisements — file of * London g 





ay OF OF IN EBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
Terms, 2 to 5 guineas. 


| Apply to THE MgDICAL SUPBRINTENDENT. 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS, 


To Hee Maj pay ty a “the Whole of 
the Judicial my hate of London, &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S couNsEL AND BARRISTERS, 


din sand Gownstor GOWNS. 
ww Wigs a wns for v Regi Town Clerks, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


———— Gpoeman, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & Prichard), 16, Th 
road, W.O. 
Lovetas Gartu, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 


inn, 
RY KDWABD GRIBBLE, rod 


Bedford-row, W.C., and Parliament-street, 8. 


(Meesrs. Torr, Janew 





LIMITED. 
Labor omntbus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 
bal DIRROTORS Epwakrp Laks, Esq. (Messrs, Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square, 
mee Esq. (Messrs. Puzhore, Pritchard, & 
Cowecert, Gon Oarey-street, W.C., 
8, Gribble, & Oddie), 88, mon aS Sern ‘a 
c. 64, Lincoln a inmhelds Pe Wet gton), 


Joun ARTHUR ILiF¥R, Esq. (Messrs. liiffe, Henley, & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W 


The OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY is to enable Solicitors, by 00-operation 
among themselves, to enaure the highest efficiency in all branches of their Law 
Stationery work, and to shaie in the profits arising there 

BS, cent. preferential cumulative —— 

) Shareholders and Ous' 

Solicitors whose accounts amount to £10 per annum (less payments), until the 
durmer have received 12 per cent, in all, after which such Oustomers 


After setting aside a reserve and a 6 
the PROFITS are divided between 


whole residue, 


before delivery. 
The Society does not 


from. 


e the 





In ‘addition, LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allo 
and the Society supplies goods on account and 


ro leon) advise ox wuanseat work which is required 
by law to be done by a duly-qualifi ~ 
pure Lite forwarded post-free on application to any of the Soociety’s 


Regent ata List, 
uiring payments 


ed Solicitor. 


61 AND 52, OARBY STREBT, W.C., 12, NEW COURT, CARBY STREET, W.C., 49, BEDFORD ROW, W.C., anp 27, CANNON STRBST, 8.0, 


SHORBTARIAL AND GENERAL OFFIOBS, 51 anp 58, CAREY STREET, 


W.C. 
Ww. H, 8. SHIRLEY, Secretary. 
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INEBRIETY. 


COLMAN HILL HOUSE, HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE 
FOR LADIES ONLY. 
ih UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT, 


Patients received privately or under the Inebriates Act. Terms, 2 to 5 guineas a week. 
For further particulars apply to the MANAGER. 
Telegraphic Address—“ BRANTHWAITE, HALESOWEN.” 


: SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families, 
2 (INSTITUTED 1858.) 








June 14, 1890, 

















THE THIRTIETH ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT THE 


HOTEL METROPOLE, LONDON, 


On MONDAY, the 23rd of JUNE, 1890, at Seven o'clock p.m. precisely. 


rn 





Sir WILLIAM JAMES FARRER in the Chair. 





FIRST LIST OF STEWARDS. 


G. B. Grecory, Esq., London. 
M. Gwynnzg-GairritH, be -, London. T. Sxewss-Oox, Esq., Lo: 
Sautvuet Haxrts, “te -» Leicester. Sipnry Smara, Esq., es a 
©. J. Braca, Esq., Cheadle. Rosert Hart, » London. ag Sowron, Esq., London. 
Frepx. Joux Buaxz, Eeq., ‘London. Epwin Hepazr, » London. H. Srerxsns, eat Cardiff. 
bg Franx Buianpy, Esq., Reading. Grinnam Kexn, aes . a _E. Srewagp, . Sager 

, London. 


Wx. J..D. Anpnew, Esq., London. ‘ Anpzrson Rosz, Esq., ee 
Wir. Auxzy, Esq., k. 


Lee 
‘ J. 0. Sr. Avsrw Anuove, Eeq., London. 


F. W. Buuwr, Eeq., London. FrRepx. Kent, Esq Sod T. TapmMan 


J. A. Burrew., Esq., London. Henry Kimpzr, a va "London. ARNOLD B mee my Esq. -» London. 
ag Morrzn Oorron, ‘Bea. London. Joun Lewis, mE, ME R. W. Tweepr, Esq., London. 
} lies ag Eeq., ester. Henry E. hone, Esq., lain. W. Metmorn Watrzrs, Esq., eames 
R. Dopp, =. London. Epoar J. Pare, Esq., janten. Reormvatp Warp, Esq., London 
ne Emanvzt, Esq , London R. Pznntneton, Esq., E. M. Wavsut, Esq , 
FaeevanD Fiuuirer, Esq., Wareham. Ricup. Prncock, Esq., Woolwich. Auzzrt H. Wiss, Esq., London. 
F. OC. Greznrrerp, Eeq., ‘London, Writs M. Pyxz, Esq., London. Harzy Woopwarp, Esq., London. 


The Secretary will be happy to hear from gentlemen who may desire to add their names to the above list of Stewards. 
Early application for Dinner Tickets (25s. each), which may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the offices of the Association, will oblige. 
9, Otrrrornp’s Inn, Lonpon, E.O. JAMES THOMAS SOOTT, Szeretary. 


NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT COMPANY NAtONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY 
(Instituted 1887). (LIMITED). 














a 


For the Purchase of Absolute or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and oa d-up a . oe ar 4 
Policies of Assurance on Lives. Reserve Fund vee ove 460,000 
Orrice—63, OLD BROAD STREET, LONDON, E.O. The Gijcent wabee of ‘interest allowed for deposits 








DIRECTO: “Gasuae. a-half per cont, per annum at call. 
Chairman—A. P. HEYWOOD LOREDALS, Esq. 








Deputy-Chairman—AUG. ‘W. GADESDEN, Esq. One-ands \Smco-geamtens per cent, at seven and fours 
Brae, EDWARD F-, rr Thorman, W, bag he hs car aaa 
on. A e recei or fixed at rates specially 
Bcappino, W ALTE, Es Esq. z a, Esq. to Soanteel anon — 
Mesers. ILIFFE, | HENLEY, & SWEET Bedford- row. wrilaate HANCOOK, Manager 
OHARLES H. HUTCHINS, Sub-Manager. 


Forms for submitting Proposals for Sale may be obtained at the Offices of the Company. 


G. «. RENDALL, EORETARY, No. 35, Cornhill, E.0., June 12, 1890, 



















[PEBIAL FIBRE INSURANCE OOM- 
PANY, 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000: Paid-up, 
Total Invested ier 





PHGNix FIRE OFFIOE, ip Ba Loxsano- 
STREET and 67 oF, Omanre-onoss, 0 


LOSSES sito and F OVER 
£17,000,000. 





M°2tG4GE INSURANOE OOBPORA- 
TION (Limited), 


Winchester-house, Old Broad-street, E.0. 
Subscribed Oapital £715,000. 
Mortgages, Debentures, and Bank Deposits insured. 
Deposits received for Capital Redemption. 
T. Y. STRACHAN, 
General Manager. 


OLIOMS pA SBOCLATION, t, JaMITED, 
OHAMBERS, 8. 


BUYERS OF LIFE POLIO. 
AND LIFE 





ppvansson 8, 





Forms of proposal and all information ma be had 
at the Office, YON, 





| ve FIRE OFFICE, London, E.0. Es- 


oe 1710. The oldest purely Fire Office in 
the World 


Home and Foreign Insurances. 
Law Oovrts Branog, 
40, Chancery-lane, W.C., 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager, 


from whom can be obtained Forms, Pros- 
pectuses, and all further te 








N ORTHERN | ASSURAN CE COMPANY. 


Lompor: 1, Mesnqunciens E.0, Azsuzpzzy, 1; 
nion-terrace. 


INCOME & FUNDS (1888) :— 
Fire Premiums ., 00 = sss = oes 615,000 
Life Premiums ... ss so —s 000 


Interest... -- ove on 
ACOUMULATED FUNDS +++£3,581,000 








